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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to compare the perceived relational qualities of
participants attending a marriage education program with those who were invited to
attend the program but chose not to participate. Four hundred twenty-seven manied
individuals were surveyed, 273 of whom participated in a marriage education program
and 154 of whom did not, regarding their perceptions of 10 individual and relational
qualities: marital comparison, family strengths, dyadic consensus, self-esteem, spousal
intimacy, fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, relational
commitment, and marital satisfaction. Multivariate analysis of variance was used to
compare questionnaire responses by level of program participation and gender.
The results of the MANOVA clearly indicate there was not a significant
interaction between group and gender. However, there were significant mean differences
between the participant and nonparticipant groups in relation to marital comparison,
family strengths, dyadic consensus, self-esteem, spousal intimacy, marital
communication, marital conflict, relational commitment, and marital satisfaction.
Nonparticipants had higher scale scores on all variables found to be significant. Spousal
Fusion/Individuation was the only variable in this study where there was not a significant
difference found between participants and nonparticipants.
There were significant differences found between husbands and wives in self
esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction. No
significant differences were found between husbands and wives in spousal intimacy,
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marital communication, marital conflict, relational commitment, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus.
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CHAPTER!

Introduction
Researchers have indicated that the quality of the marriage relationship is an
essential key to the condition of the family (Blankenhom, 1995; Gottman, 1994; Hunt,
Hof, & DeMaria, 1998). It appears that approximately 50% to 67% of all first marriages
will end in divorce, and 25% of the couples who remain married will be in unsatisfying
relationships (Gottman, 1994, 1998; Larson & Holman, 1994). The high rate of divorce
has resulted in high emotional and financial costs to families (Larson & Holman, 1994).
This dynamic compels family professionals to recognize the factors that influence marital
quality in order to find more effective and efficient ways to reach couples before they
become locked into dysfunctional patterns that can have a seriously negative effect on
their families (Hmit et al., 1998; Larson & Holman, 1994).
The marriage education movement has emerged in response to the serious
problems facing marriage and families today (Hunt et al., 1998). Marriage education can
be described as a "systematic effort to improve the functioning of marital couples through
educational and preventative means" (Zimpfer, 1988, p. 44). Marriage education
programs have a primary prevention focus, concentrating on assisting couples who are at
risk of relational breakdown (Morris & Roberts, 1997). Family researchers (Giblin,
Sprenkle, & Sheehan, 1985; Guemey, 1977; Mace, 1982; Miller, Wackman, Nunnally, &
Miller, 1992) have reported the effectiveness of primary prevention programs such as
marriage education in promoting marital quality. These programs involve family life
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professionals teaching couples skills that foster insight and behavioral change. Most
programs focus on the improvement of the marriage, devoting most of the workshop to
couple interaction, improving couple communication, fostering marriage strengths, and
developing marriage potential (Giblin, 1993; Hunt et al., 1998).
A significant issue in marriage education is determining who· can benefit from
attending a marriage education workshop (Arcus, Schvaneveldt, & Moss, 1993).
Researchers have suggested that an important methodological challenge to overcome in
evaluating the effectiveness of marriage education programs is determining whether there
are clear differences between those who elect to participate in a marriage education
workshop as opposed to those who elect not to participate (Arcus et al., 1993; Hof &
Miller, 1981; Hunt et al., 1998; Roberts & Morris, 1998). Thus, ·the overall purpose of the
present study was to examine the variables that identify the individual and relational
characteristics of two groups: those who participated in a marriage education program
and those who knew of the availability of the program but chose not to att�nd.
Rationale

While most studies (e.g., Krug & Abadi, 1986; Powell & Wampler, 1982) have
compared participating couples with those in the population at large, fewer studies have
compared participants with those who made informed choices not to attend a marriage
education program (Roberts & Morris, 1998). Family life educators could benefit from
information about the differences of those who choose to participate in marriage
education as opposed to those who choose to not participate. Such information is needed
to understand more about the individual and relational characteristics of marriage
education participants and nonparticipants, which can assist family life education
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professionals in matching participant needs with the content being offered (Arcus et al.,
1993; Hof & Miller, 1981).
Statement of the Problem
Very little attention has been given to variables other than marital satisfaction
levels when comparing marriage education participants and nonparticipants (Roberts &
Morris, 1998). Continued empirical explorations of individual and relational variables are
necessary in understanding the differences between those who participate in a marriage
education workshop as opposed to those who choose not to participate. It is likely that
there are other factors in a couple's marital relationship besides marital satisfaction that
could provide researchers and practitioners with insight into the types of couples who
choose to attend or not attend marriage education programming.
Research Questions
The specific research questions that were addressed in the present study are as
follows:
1. When comparing husbands and wives who chose to attend a marriage education
workshop with husbands and wives who knew of the availability of the workshop but
chose not to attend, do these couples differ regarding marital dynamic variables (self
esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict,
and relational commitment)?
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2. When comparing husbands and wives who chose to attend a marriage education
workshop with husbands and wives who knew of the availability of the workshop but
chose not to attend, do these couples differ regarding marital quality variables.
(marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus)?
Objectives of the Study
I derived one objective for the present study. To compare husbands and wives
who chose to attend a marriage education workshop with husbands and wives who knew
of the availability of the workshop but chose not to attend. regarding self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, communication, commitment, conflict, family strengths, dyadic
consensus, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction.
Nominal Definitions
Marriage Education. Marriage education is defined as education that has a focus
on strengthening and enriching the marital relationship (Arcus et al., 1993).
Marriage Education Participants. Marriage education participants are defined as
husbands and wives who have participated in a marriage education workshop.
Marriage Education Nonparticipants. Marriage education nonparticipants are
defined as husbands and wives who had been made aware of the opportunity to attend the·
B.E.S.T. Families marriage education workshop but made a choice to not attend.
Self-Esteem. Self-Esteem is defined as a person's overall evaluation of his or her
worthiness as a human being (Rosenberg, 1 979). Self-Esteem captures the essence of
how people think and feel about themselves.
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Spousal Fusion/Individuation. Fusion is characterized as the dissolving of ego
boundaries between self and other, the inability to establish an "f' within a "we," a high
degree of identification with others, and dependence on others (Crespi & Sabatelli, 1997).
Individuation is an intrapersonal process by which one comes to see oneself as separate
and distinct within one's relational context. The degree to which individuation has
occurred is the degree to which one spouse no longer experiences him-or-herself as
fusing with the other spouse.
Marital Communication. Marital communication is defined as the couple's ability·
to listen to their partner and understand, as well as the ability to express themselves
verbally in their marriage (Bienvenu, 1970).
Relational Commitment. Relational commitment is defined as the degree of
cohesion experienced in the marriage and the degree to which alternatives to the marital
relationship are monitored and tested (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pegio, 1985).
Marital Conflict. Marital conflict is defined as the degree to which conflict is
experienced in the marriage and the methods used by the couple to manage conflict
(Marchand & Hock, 2000).
Family Strengths. Trivette, Dunst, Deal, Hamer, and Propst (1990) have defined
family strengths as "the competencies and capabilities of both individual family members
and the family unit that are used in response to crises and stress, to meet needs, and to
promote, enhance, and strengthen the functioning of the family system" (p. 18).
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Dyadic Consensus. Dyadic consensus refers to the husbands' and wives'
agreement on relationship issues such as managing finances, recreation, religion, friends,
aims and goals, household tasks, and decision making (Spanier, 1976).
Spousal Intimacy. Spousal intimacy is defined as those feelings in the relationship
that promote connection and closeness while maintaining a distinct sense of self
(Steinberg, 1987).
Marital Comparison. Marital comparison refers to perceived balance in the
marital relationship. It is the husband's or wive's perception of the balance of benefits
and contributions that determines if the relationship is equitable (Larson, Hammond, &
Harper, 1998).
Marital Satisfaction. Marital satisfaction is defined as the spouses' overall
evaluation of their marital relationship. It is an individual's perception of the overall
quality and perceived happiness in the marriage (Mitchell, Newell, & Schumm, 1983).
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CHAPTER IT

Review of Related Literature
A review of the literature on marriage education and the other variables utilized in
the present study are presented. This literature review is an attempt to integrate a wide
variety of marriage education literature in order to provide a context for understanding
the characteristics of marriage education participants and of those who make a choice not
to participate in a marriage education workshop. The literature review serves as
framework for interpreting the findings of the present exploratory study.
Marriage Education Programs
Marriage education is developing as a subdiscipline of family life education.
Marriage education has been defined as a psychoeducational and preventive approach to
relationship enhancement through increasing self and other awareness and utilizing skills
important in interpersonal relationships to increase couple and family satisfaction (Arcus
et al., 1993; Hof & Miller, 1981; Hunt et al., 1998). The paradigm of marriage education
includes many types of theoretical perspectives, programs, and formats (Hunt et al.,
1998). Ideally, marriage education requires direct involvement of both spouses with other
couples who provide healthy marriage models, in settings in which skills can be taught
and practiced and spouses have the opportunity to renew their commitments to continue
working on their own marriages (Hunt et al., 1998). According to Hunt et al., the
objective of marriage education is to aid couples in achieving the following goals:
to increase each person's self-awareness and the awareness of his or
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her partner, especially regarding the positive aspects, strengths, and
growth potential of the individuals and the marriage; to provide a safe
setting in which partners can increase exploration and self-disclosure
of their thoughts and feelings; to increase mutual sensitivity, empathy,
and other strengths that improve intimacy, love, care, concern, and
support for each other; to develop and encourage the use of skills
needed by the partners for effective ·communication, problem solving,
and conflict resolution. (p. 12)
History of Marriage Education
A modem day marriage education archetype originated in Spain in the early
1960s as the Roman Catholic Marriage Encounter program under the leadership of Father
Gabriel Calvo (Hof & Miller, 1981; Hunt et al., 1998; Mace, 1982). It emerged out of a
desire to help families develop better relationships. The purpose of the program was to
address the relational issues related to the marital dyad. Father Calvo believed it was
important to begin with the marriage relationship in order to deal with the needs of the
family (Hunt et al., 1998).
The program reached the United States in 1965 through the efforts of Father
Chuck Gallagher, who assisted with the organization of Worldwide Marriage Encounter
(Hunt et al., 1998; Mace, 1982). The Marriage Encounter events attracted over 100,000
couples in 1975 (Hunt et al., 1998). Several versions of Marriage Encounter have
emerged over the past 25 years and are in widespread use today.
David and Vera Mace began conducting retreats for Quakers in 1962, while
Herbert Otto was conducting a variety of programs in the area of marital and family
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enrichment (Hunt et al., 1998; Mace & Mace, 1974). In 1973, David and Vera Mace
founded the Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment (ACME) with the
following goals:
to encourage and help member couples to seek growth and enrichment
in their own marriages; to organize activities through which member
couples can help each other in their quest for marital growth and
enrichment; to promote and support effective community services
designed to foster successful marriages; to seek to improve the public
image of marriage as a relationship capable of fostering both personal
growth and mutual fulfillment (Hunt et al., 1998, p. 28).
An assumption of most original marriage education programs was that they were
designed for married couples who considered their marriage relatively healthy and
wanted to enrich and strengthen their marriage relationship (Hunt et al., 1998). The
purpose of marriage education soon expanded to include those preparing for marriage,
remarried families, and dual-career families to name a few. In the past few decades,
various forms of marriage education have been created to address certain aspects of the
marital relationship. Howard Markman and his associates teach the principles of
communication and commitment and then coach couples to apply these principles in their
interactions (Hunt et al., 1998). The Caring Couples Network was established in 1996 to
enable couples to network with each other for support, enrichment, and encouragement
(Hunt et al., 1998). Several specialized programs have been developed for couples who
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are facing divorce, like the Recovery and Hope and Retrouvaille programs (McManus,
1995). The Prepare/Enrich Growing Together program utilizes couple or group formats to
give feedback on premarital and marriage assessment inventory information. During the
past 2 decades, marriage education programs have expanded and evolved to meet the
diverse needs of families. Consequently, continued research is needed in order to match
participant needs with the content being offered through these programs.
Theoretical Foundation of Marriage Education
There appears to be no widely accepted metatheory that guides marriage
education. According to Hunt et al. (1998), marriage education theory is an intricate
collection of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intergenerational models. Intrapersonal
models give emphasis to the developmental advantages of commitment to marriage in
promoting individuation, differentiation, self-esteem, and attachment. In addition, there is
an emphasis on personal satisfaction and meaning in adulthood. Interpersonal models
emphasize communication and conflict resolution as important factors in relationship
enhancement. Intergenerational models accentuate the influence of the couple' s
respective families of origin upon the marital subsystem (Hunt et al., 1998).
The most widely used theoretical framework for studying marital relationships
has been social exchange theory (Karney & Bradbury, 1995). According to social
exchange theory, couples measure their actions and relationships on a cost-benefit basis.
A couple will maximize their rewards and minimize their costs by making use of their
resources to achieve the most favorable outcome. The ratio of rewards to costs
determines how the individual feels about their spouse and whether they are inclined to
continue or to terminate their interaction with that person. A spouse subjectively will
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assess the costs they incur in a relationship as well as the rewards they receive from it,
and from this assessment, they construct their behavior relative to their spouse (Winton,
1995). As long as· a spouse perceives that the rewards of a relationship outweigh the
costs, the interaction_s will be satisfactory.
Another theoretical framework, which is used regularly in understanding marital
relationships, is symbolic interaction theory. Symbolic interaction is a theory that is used
to explain how people interact with each other. It looks at the interactions (words and
actions) that take place between a husband and a wife.• According to Winton (1995),
"words and behaviors are symbols and actions have to be defined and meaning given to
it. The interpretation of the behavior in part depends on the situation in which the
behavior occurs. Once the action is interpreted, this affects the alternatives that can be
considered in responding to it. Interpersonal interaction becomes a continuous stream of
response where actors, in tum, define the actions of others and construct appropriate
responses, which are then interpreted and responded by others." (p. 135)
Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Marriage Education Programs
Research efforts since the 1960's have attempted to ascertain several dimensions
of marriage education program effectiveness. Many of the early empirical research
studies focused on whether marriage education programs produced positive results,
whether certain techniques were effective, and whether more seriously dysfunctional
couples could be helped by marriage education programs (Hunt et al., 1998). The
findings of researchers on marriage education reveal that enrichment programs can

12
produce positive results for couples, some techniques are more effective than others, and
well designed programs can help a much wider range of couples (Hunt et al., 1998;
Guemey & Maxson, 1990; Giblin et al., 1985; Zimpfer 1988).
Gattman, Coan, Carrere, and Swanson (1998) came to a controversial conclusion
in their exploratory study of marital interaction processes that the active listening model
should be abandoned in marital therapy (p. 20). They asserted that couples rarely perform
active listening behaviors and that intervention strategies should be based on what
couples actually do in their relationships (Gattman et al., 1998). Even though their
conclusion was addressed to the field of marital therapy, it could be applied to marriage
education programs due to the similar application of the active listening model. Their
conclusion has been debated and contested by marriage education practitioners who use
active listening models in their programs (Cole & Cole, 1999; Stanley, Bradbury, &
Markman, 2000). Stanley et al. (2000) have asserted_ that although there are interesting
findings in the Gattman et al. (1998) article,
interpretation of their study and acceptance of their recommendations
is hindered by a host of significant methodological and conceptual
concerns. Because of the many unanswered questions it raises, a change
in how practitioners work with couples and in how researchers conceptualize
marital change appears to be unwarranted based on this research. (p. 262)
According to Cole and Cole (1999), data from research studies on skill retention
has been positive and demonstrates that, when taught, couples can and do use active
listening skills. In addition, marriage education increases couples awareness to
relationship issues. I am of the opinion that research data does support the use of an
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active listening model in marriage education (Guemy & Maxson, 1990; Markman,
Stanley, & Blumberg, 1994), although we do need more research addressing skill
retention over time (Cole & Cole, 1999).
One of the most comprehensive studies on the effectiveness of marriage education
was Giblin's (1986) meta-analysis of 85 research studies, involving 3,886 couples (Hunt
et al., 1998). His analysis found that marriage education does make a difference in
participants' lives and relationships, particularly in specific skill areas such as
communications (active listening, speaking for self, empathetic responses, using feeling
statements) and constructive problem-solving techniques (Hunt et al., 1998). Giblin
(1986) noted smaller changes were seen in the long-term aspects of the relationship such
as marital satisfaction, happiness, and intimacy (Hunt et al., 1998). He also found greater
change in individuals who attended longer and more intensive programs. Hunt et al.
(1998) found that greater change can be expected from experiential programs as opposed ·
to lecture and discussion processes that do not involve feedback. It should be kept in
mind that, as Mace ( 1982) contended, marriage education workshops might represent the
beginning of an awareness of change and not necessarily a change agent. Although some
generally positive results have been reported on the effectiveness of marriage education
programs, more well-designed research is needed before researchers can conclude that
marriage education produces stable, positive change in couples (Hunt et al., 1998).
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Marketing Marriage Education
While the family life education field contains many different service delivery
systems, one that is receiving increasing research is the marketing of marriage
enrichment programs. The need for marriage education and support efforts such as the
marketing of marriage education programs is greater than ever. Guemey and Maxson
(1990) have indicated that "the almost nonexistent area of enrichment marketing research
seems to cry out for development" (p. 1130). Researchers (Kieren & Doherty-Poirier,
1993; Morris, Cooper, & Gross; 1999) have suggested that family professionals give
more serious attention to the systematic design, collection, analysis, and reporting of
relevant marketing issues concerned with family life topics such as communication,
problem solving, and conflict resolution. It is apparent that family life educators could
benefit from information that elucidates the factors that influence an individual's
participation in a marriage education seminar.
According to Morris et al. (1999), the level of attention given to the marketing of
marriage education programs plays a vital role in the success of the program. The
marketing of marriage education programs involves the participants' overall satisfaction
level with the five Ps of the "marketing mix:" price, product, place, people, and
promotion affiliated with the program. The combination of these five factors influences
the participants' overall satisfaction.
Morris et al. (1999) examined 71 married couples attending marriage education
workshops regarding price, product, place, people, and promotional marketing factors
influencing their overall satisfaction as workshop participants. In their study, the
researchers found numerous marketing mix factors that affected the satisfaction levels of
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husbands' and wives' as they experienced a maniage education program. To illustrate,
from the price and people marketing domains, the marketing factors affecting the
husbands' satisfaction levels were the cost of the learner's workshop materials and the
workshop's ability to develop relational awareness. Both husbands and wives satisfaction
levels were influenced by the relevance of the workshop materials, the seating and
lighting of the workshop environment, the workshop leader's competence, and the
advertised workshop's ability to develop relational intimacy from the product, place, and
people domains (Morris et al., 1999).
Morris et al. (1999) suggested that maniage educators should give ·greater
attention to the complexity of the interrelationships existing in marketing their own
content and delivery systems and how the marketing mix factors impact the unique and
shared needs of both husbands and wives as maniage education participants.
Furthermore, maniage educators should continue to investigate variables that might be
salient factors uniquely influencing husbands' and wives' receptivity to the materials and
information being presented.
Maniage Education Audience
According to Hunt et al. (1998), "particular research studies have examined the
response of different types of participants to maniage education experiences" (p. 127).
Neville (197 1) identified personality types of participants using the Myers Briggs Type
indicator in a marriage education experience using the Myers Briggs Type indicator
(Hunt et al., 1998). Neville's research found a significantly larger proportion of
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participants were intuitive-feeling types as opposed to sensing-thinking personality types
(Hunt et al., 1998). Neville asserted that the two personality types were different in
respect to their comfort and compatibility with the enrichment process, but both
responded well to the marriage education programs. Neville's findings suggest that
individuals with certain personality types may be more likely to elect to participate in
marriage enrichment, but the outcome of experience with marriage education may not be
affected by the participant's personality type (Hunt et al., 1998).
Beaver (1978), in a study assessing a relationship enhancement program, found
that, when married couples participated in a communication group together, only the
husbands showed significant changes on communication and empathy measures (Hunt et
al., 1998). In a similar study, Huber (1977) evaluated the outcome of a marriage
encounter experience using Shostrom's Caring Relationship Inventory (CRI) and found
that male participants showed significant positive change on CRI scales while female
scores did not change (Hunt et al., 1998). These studies (Beaver, 1978; Huber, 1977)
suggest that males may be more likely than females to change following participation in a
marriage education program.
Roberts and Morris (1998) conducted a study of the evaluation of factors
potentially associated with couples' decisions to attend or not to attend a marriage
enrichment program. The marriage education workshop the husbands and wives attended
was provided to enhance marital satisfaction through im·proving couples' communication
skills. Results of the study indicated that marriage enrichment participants and
nonparticipants did not differ in terms of marital satisfaction levels, marriage and family
strength, or commitment to change, although program participant husbands and wives
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reported lower levels of satisfaction with communication skills than did program
nonparticipant husbands and wives. Results also indicated that wives participating in the
marriage education program had lower self-esteem than did wives not participating. The
Roberts and Morris study (1998) suggested that individuals who reported less satisfaction
in their communication ability enrolled in the program. Researchers (Arcus et al., 1993;
Hunt et al., 1998; Roberts & Morris, 1998) have recommended that additional research is
needed in determining the differences between individuals who choose to attend a
marriage education program from those who choose not to attend.
Exploring lntrapersonal and Interpersonal Characteristics
Arcus et al. (1993) asserted that a major challenge in marriage education is to
determine what programs work best for which populations. Also, more research is needed
to determine if marriage education programs are more or less effective for different types
of participants (Hunt et al., 1998). Furthermore, Bader, Microys, Sinclair, Willet, and
Conway (1980) asserted that researchers have needed to overcome two major
methodological problems in evaluating the effectiveness of marriage enrichment
programs: (a) the self-selection of participants and (b) the definition of "success"
regarding marriage enrichment programs.
According to Hunt et al. (1998), "marriage is a two-person system consisting of
the commitment, goals, and interactions of a woman and a man, set in the networks of
larger systems such as family, community, and society" (p. 11). The enrichment of a
marriage involves both the interpersonal relationship between the two partners and the
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intrapsychic (or biopsychosocial) system of each individual. Most marriage education
programs give emphasis to the interpersonal characteristics of the marriage such as
improving couple communication, deepening the mutual acceptance and emotional life of
the couple, fostering marriage strengths, and developing marriage potential (Hunt et al.,
1998). lntrapersonal characteristics such as acceptance, esteem, individuation,
actualization, and expression of the self are also important aspects of growth and
development in the marriage (Hunt et. al., 1998). More attention needs to be given to the
intrapsychic and interpersonal characteristics of family life education participants and
nonparticipants in marriage education programs. This will aid researchers and
practitioners in answering two important questions: What content in programs works best
for whom, and are those who take family life education courses different from those who
do not? Differences found between participants and nonparticipants will assist family life
educators to be better equipped to screen, promote, recruit, and design curriculum for
participants enabling them to benefit from the marriage education program. Potential
variables like self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital
conflict, relational commitment, marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital
comparison, family strengths, and dyadic consensus could be used to explore the
characteristics of those who chose to attend a marriage education workshop and of those
who chose not to attend a marriage education workshop.
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Marital Dynamics
Marital dynamics refers to relational characteristics concerned with the dynamic
aspects of the marital relationship. The marital dynamic variables are self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, marital communication, relational commitment, and marital
conflict.
Self-esteem. An intrapersonal domain that may influence an individuals' or
couples' decisions to attend or not attend a marriage education program are the
individuals' level of self-esteem. Individuals with positive self-esteem appear to be more
proficient at exposing their feelings and thoughts and accepting others thus making them
capable of physical and emotional intimacy (Mace, 1982). Conversely, people with low
self-esteem often experience an insatiable need for affection, are more sensitive to
criticism, and appear to be more vulnerable to rejection (Hof & Miller, 1981). It is
apparent that self-esteem profoundly influences an individual's ability to develop
successful intimate relationships.
Gilbert (1976) found that self-esteem and self-disclosure are positively related,
namely, the higher the self-esteem, the higher the level of self-disclosure. Self-disclosure
is the "revealing of one's thoughts and feelings" to another and serves the function of
deepening the relationship between the persons involved (Hof & Miller, 1981, p. 46).
Mace (1982) asserted that positive self-esteem was essential to a companion-type
marriage. Using a different data set than the current study, Roberts and Morris (1998)
found a significant difference between program participating wives and nonparticipating
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wives in their evaluation of marketing factors in marriage enrichment program
promotion. Wives who did not attend the marriage enrichment program reported higher
self-esteem levels than wives who participated in the program.
Spousal Fusion/Individuation. Murray Bowen (1978) defined fusion and
differentiation (individuation) as two counterbalancing life forces; togetherness and
individuality. Imbalance in the direction of togetherness is called fusion. Individuation is
the capacity for autonomous functioning and helps people avoid getting caught up in
reactive polarities. Emotional fusion between spouses can create tension that leads to
marital conflict, emotional distance, or reciprocal over-and-under functioning (Nichols &
Schwartz, 1998). Bowen (1978) asserted that the less the differentiation (individuation)
of self prior to marriage, the greater the fusion between spouses. Since such fusion is
unstable, it tends to produce one or more of the following: (a) reactive emotional distance
between the spouses, (b) physical or emotional dysfunction in one spouse, (c) overt
marital conflict, or (d) projection of the problem onto one child or more (Nichols &
Schwartz, 1 998). The intensity of these problems is related to the degree of fusion and
level of stress in the system. It is conceivable that couples or individuals who choose to
participate in marriage enrichment have higher levels of spousal fusion, which could lead
to greater emotional distance, emotional dysfunction, overt marital conflict, or strained
parent-and-child relations. Therefore, couples who choose to attend a marriage
enrichment program do so to deal with marital discord. This study will explore this
notion.
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Marital Communication. Married couples who do not communicate effectively
with each other are prevented from achieving close interpersonal relationships (Mace,
1982). Couples in happy marriages have been found to spend more time talking and
discussing personal topics and less time in conflict than couples in unhappy marriages
(Kirchler, 1989; Stahmann & Salts, 1993). Communication appears to be one of the best
predictors of marital satisfaction (Jacobson & Moore, 1981). Clearly, effective
communication is linked positively with marital adjustment and increased self and other
awareness (Hunt et al., 1998).
The majority of marriage education programs emphasize the need to communicate
effectively (Mace & Mace, 1974). According to Hunt et al. (1998), marriage education
participants indicated that the training they received in effective communication and
emotional expression was extremely valuable to them as individuals and as a couple.
Spouses who choose to attend a marriage education seminar may have a desire to
improve the communication in their relationship.
Relational Commitment. Commitment encompasses a broad range of
characteristics such as choice, persistence, permanency, and exclusivity. Researchers
(Stanley, 1986; Stanley & Markman, 1992) have suggested that commitment may include
externally imposed constraints and internally chosen personal dedication. Cox (1995)
defined commitment as the desire of an individual to maintain or improve the quality of
his or her relationship for the collective good of the couple and the individual benefit of
the participant. Personal dedication is evidenced by an intrinsic desire to improve and
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invest in the relationship and to seek out the best for one's partner. Commitment is the
basis for two persons being identified as a couple (Hunt et al., 1998).
It appears that commitment motivates a couple to learn the skills necessary to
having a successful and fulfilling marital relationship. Stanley (1986) found several
associations between commitment and couple functioning. Marriage education
participants who had higher commitment to their relationship when they began the
seminar event were more likely to show improved relationship changes at the 3-month
follow-up. Commitment and openness to growth were found to be important components
in the couple's receptivity to preventive intervention (Hunt et. al., 1998).
According to Hunt et. al. (1998), marriage education programs "give couples the
opportunity to define the nature of their commitment to one another, to determine the
purpose of their relationship, and to develop the skills, knowledge, and attitudes that are
needed to accomplish those purposes" (p.148). A high level of couple commitment most
likely leads to greater motivation and willingness of both partners to participate in a
marriage education seminar. This assumption needs further empirical analysis.
Marital Conflict. Family life educators have given increased attention to the
manner in which married couples resolve conflicts (Marchand & Hock, 2000). Research
on relationship quality indicates that the areas of highest conflict for married couples are
sexuality, communication, and the dispositional characteristics of the partner (Schaap,
Buunk, & Kerkstra, 1988). Research findings reported by Gottman and Levenson (1984)
indicate that elevated levels of negative affect produce emotional withdrawal and
eruptions of negative affect reciprocity in couples. The underlying system that maintains
closeness in marriages is balance in emotional responsiveness (Stahmann & Salts, 1993).
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According to Marchand and Hock (2000), conflict-resolution strategies emulate
interpersonal behaviors used to address disagreements that occur within the marriage. It
is the negative attributes of conflict that are common in distressed marriages and have
been associated with marital dissolution (Gattman, 1994).
Many marriage education practitioners emphasize the inevitability of conflict and
the legitimacy of appropriately managed conflict within the marital relationship (Hunt et.
al., 1998). Furthermore, emerging conflict within a dynamic system may not always be
managed through dialogue and skill training in conflict management may be needed. It is
feasible that those choosing to participate in a marriage education seminar are responding
to the need to deal with the conflict in their marriage. This supposition needs empirical
examination.
Marital Ouality
Marital quality refers to relational characteristics concerned with the quality of the
marital relationship. The marital quality variables are family strengths, dyadic consensus,
spousal intimacy, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction.
Family Strengths. Although scholars are not in agreement as to what constitutes
family strength, they have provided differing dimensions of family strengths that, when
compiled, produced a comprehensive list of family strengths more accurately portraying
the range of possible family strengths (Slayton, 1996). Defrain and Stinnett (1992) have
identified six characteristics of strong families (commitment, appreciation and affection,
positive communication, time together, spiritual well-being, and ability to cope with

24
stress and crisis). According to Slayton (1996), these characteristics are present in all
families to varying degrees but are more prevalent in strong families. Strong families
have the ability to use these strengths to their advantage. Stinnet and Defrain (19_8 5)
stated that "the strengths of these families serve as a pool of resources that they draw on
when times are difficult" and that "unhealthy families are worn out and depleted on a
daily basis by the stress of poor relationships" (p. 137).
Dyadic Consensus. Dyadic consensus addresses the facets of the marital
relationship that deal with the individual's perception of the level of agreement on a
variety of relationship issues ranging from finances to recreation. An individual's
perception of the degree to which his or her marital relationship is measuring up to his ·or
her expectation is an important aspect of marital satisfaction (Sabatelli, 1984). When
individuals have complaints about their marriage, those complaints do not originate in a
vacuum but rather are born out of comparisons with a set of internalized standards
(Sabatelli, 1984). For example, if a spouse complains about the amount of time the
couple spends together, it is because the frequency of time together consistently falls
below some subjective standard held by the individual. It is possible that individuals or
couples who choose to attend marriage education workshops do so because they do not
perceive both spouses as equally agreeing, contributing to, and participating in the
relationship. This notion needs empirical examination.
Spousal Intimacy. According to Heller and Wood (2000), intimacy is a
"multidimensional construct describing the quality of a relationship" (p. 241 ). Intimacy
is a major bonding force in marriage and is at the core of loving relationships (Beck,
1988; Heller & Wood, 1998), which has been found to be positively associated with
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marital well-being and marital adjustment (Schafer & Olson, 198 1). Tolstedt and Stokes
(1983) divided intimacy into three variables, defined as (a) self-disclosure, (b) closeness
and bonding, and (c) sexual interaction or other physical bonding. All three variables
were found to predict marital satisfaction. Additional studies have reported similar
findings (Harper & Elliot, 1988; Harper, Schaalje, & Sandberg, 2000).
Rampage ( 1994) suggested that intimacy is dependent upon equality between
partners and empathy for each other' s experiences. Intimacy has been defined as those
feelings in a relationship that promote connection and closeness (Steinberg, 1987). It
also has been defined as a process in which a couple experience and express feelings,
learn about themselves and each other, become psychologically and physiologically
close, communicate verbally and nonverbally, and satisfy social motives (Reis & Shaver,
1988; Stahmann & Salts, 1993).
Communication research focusing on gender (Tannen, 1986; Wood & Inman,
1993) indicates that men and women are different in their expression and experience of
intimacy. Heller and Wood (1998) found that women reported significantly higher
feelings of intimacy than men, which may be a result of women being more attentive to
intimacy than their husbands. Gilligan (1982) suggested that women' s cognitive and
emotional experiences are focused more on intimacy and care while men tend to define
themselves in terms of autonomy. It is possible that men and women experience
intimacy in different ways (Heller & Wood, 1998).
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Improved intimacy is a significant factor in marriage education programs.
According to Hunt et al. (1998), intimacy is improved when couples have an opportunity
to discuss their own concerns, sequentially increasing their awareness and arriving at
ways to improve their marital interactions. Perhaps _those who choose to participate in a
marriage education workshop have lower levels of intimacy than those who choose to not
participate. This conjecture needs empirical examination.
Marital Comparison. Equity theory is a social psychological theory concerned
with perceived fairness in interpersonal relationships (Larson et al., 1998) and has been
successfully applied to the marriage relationship (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pigo, 1985). The
fundamental tenant of equity theory is that individuals act to maximize their rewards and
minimize their costs (Longmore & Demaris, 1997). According to Larson et al. (1998), "a
person is most satisfied when the relationship is perceived as equitable, that is, when the
ratio between the benefits/outcomes received from a relationship and the
contributions/inputs made to the relationship is perceived as equal" (p. 488). For
example, in the exchange of love, sex, services, money, time, and status between marital
partners, one partner may perceive that he or she is contributing much more to the
relationship than does the other. If the exchange is perceived as unbalanced, partners
who feel they have under-benefitted may experience anger, resentment, sadness,
frustration, and depression (Longmore & Demaris, 1997; Sprecher, 1986). Also, those
who perceive they are getting more out of the relationship than their partners may
experience feelings of guilt and anger (Larson et al., 1998; Sprecher, 1986).
Larson et al. (1998) reported that husbands and wives who perceived inequity in
their relationship reported less commitment and marital satisfaction than spouses who
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rated their marriage as equitable. Research studies have documented the effects of
inequity on depression (Longmore & Demaris, 1997; Sprecher, 1986), sexual satisfaction
(Hatfield, Greenberger, Trapmann, & Lambert, 1982), and intimacy (Larson et al., 1998).
Wives who perceive unfairness in the division of household labor and childcare report
scores that are negatively related to marital satisfaction and positively related to marital
conflict (Voydanoff & Donnelly, 1999). Thus, it appears that equity is related to
numerous marital processes. It is possible that individuals or couples who choose to
attend marriage enrichment do so because they do not perceive both spouses as equally
contributjng to and participating in the relationship. This notion needs empirical
examination.
Marital Satisfaction. Morris (1992) has defined marital satisfaction as "the global
subjective evaluation of one's feelings about his/her marriage" (p. 8). There appears to be
no uniform assumption concerning the relationship between marital satisfaction levels
and marriage education attendance decisions. Roberts and Morris (1998) found no
significant difference in marital satisfaction levels between those who chose to participate
in a marriage education seminar as opposed to those who chose not to participate.
However, Powell and Wampler (1982) found that marriage education participants
experienced less marital satisfaction than nonparticipants did. Conversely, Giblin et al.,
(1985) found that couples choosing to participate had higher marital satisfaction levels.
Roberts and Morris (1998) asserted that marital satisfaction may not be the most
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significant or noteworthy factor in couples' decision to attend or not attend a marriage
enrichment program. This assumption needs further empirical examination.
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CHAPTER ID
Methods
The overall purpose of the present study was to examine the variables that
identify the individual and relational characteristics of two groups: those who participated
in a marriage education program and those who knew of the availability of the program
but chose not to attend. To do this, I chose to make use of an existing data set from the
Building and Enriching Stronger Tennessee (B.E.S.T.) Families marriage education
research program (Dr. Lane Morris, Associate Professor at The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, principal investigator). Data collected through the B.E.S .T. Families program
have served to broaden the empirical knowledge base of family life education service
delivery systems to the marriage education audience.
Sample Selection
Data were collected from couples and individuals involved in the B.E.S.T.
Families program during a nine-month period. The B.E.S.T. Families program provides a
series of prevention-based _family life education seminars focused on marriage and the
family (Morris & Roberts, 1997). These seminars emphasize the presentation of
pedagogical information and experiential teaching techniques for individuals, couples,
and parents who want to develop healthier relationships. The communication skill-based
curricula is called Communication: The Link to a Satisfying Marriage (Morris, 1992).
The curricula consists of five workshop sessions that address salient marital issues such
as: (a) verbal and nonverbal communication, (b) challenges married couples face
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throughout the lifespan, (c) healthy communication patterns, (d) gender differences in
communication, and (e) conflict resolution (Morris & Roberts, 1997).
Each session is presented through interactive lectures and is supplemented by
structured learning experiences and self/couple awareness assessments. At the close of
each workshop session, time is allocated to allow for individuaVcouple/group discussion
in order to facilitate reflection, experimentation, application, and generalization of the
structured learning experiences as opportunities to explore change (Morris & Roberts,
1997). Workshop participants are challenged to consider the areas in their relationship
they desire to change and apply the new alternative skills.
The seminars were led by Dr. Lane Morris from The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, at eight Protestant churches in Tennessee. They were conducted in an
intensive weekend format involving 10-12 hours of information exchange, skill building
techniques, modeling, and participant practice. The average workshop size consisted of
18 couples. The program was marketed through brochures, church fliers, and church
affiliated staff as an opportunity to enhance and develop a satisfying marriage through
increased communication skills and relational intimacy. Participants in the marriage
education seminar were self-selected, having a choice to attend or not to attend the
seminars. The nonparticipant group, randomly selected from which the sample came,
were individuals who knew about the marriage education seminar but had chosen not to
attend.

31

Sample Characteristics
The sample for this study consisted of 273 program participants (those who
participated in the workshop) and 154 nonparticipants (those who chose not to participate
in the workshop). They were asked to provide general demographic information and
background data. The participants consisted of 137 husbands and 136 wives. The
nonparticipants consisted of 74 husbands and 80 wives (see Table 1).
Participant Wives. One hundred thirty-six wives participated in the workshop.
Approximately 96% of the program participant wives indicated they were Caucasian
American. They averaged 39 years of age and reported an average income range of
$15,000 to $19,999. Participating wives had been married for an average of 15 years.
Eighty-eight percent of participating wives reported they were in their first marriage,
while 9% reported they were remarried. Thirty percent of the participating wives had at
least a Bachelor's degree.
Participant Husbands. One hundred thirty seven husbands participated in the
workshop. Approximately 97% of the program participant husbands inQicated they were
Caucasian American. They averaged 41 years of age and reported an average income
range of $35,000 to $49,999. Participating husbands had been married for an average of
15 years. Ninety-one percent of participating husbands reported they were in their first
marriage while 8% reported they were remarried. Twenty-two percen_t of the participatin.g
husbands had at least a Bachelor's degree.
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TABLE 1
Age and Years of Marriage for Study Respondents
Respondents' Age
Participants

Mean

SD

Length of Marriage
Mean

SD

Husbands

4 1 . 15

10.26

15.5 1

10.69

Wives

39.32

9.84

15.33

10.69

40.24

10.08

15.42

10.65

Subtotals

Respondents' Age

Length of Marriage

Mean

SD

Mean

Husbands

38.30

9.45

12.67

10.72

Wives

37 .64

9.42

12.43

10. 17

Subtotals

37.95

9.41

12.55

10.40

Total Sample

39.4 1

9.89

14.39

10.64

Nonparticipants

SD
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Nonparticipant Wives. Eighty wives chose not to participate in the workshop.
Approximately 99% of the nonparticipant wives indicated they were Caucasian
American. They averaged 38 years of age and reported an average income range of
$20,000 to $29,999. Nonparticipant wives had been married for an average of 12 years.
Eighty-nine percent of nonparticipant
wives reported they were in their first marriage while 11 % reported they were remarried.
Thirty-nine percent of the nonparticipant wives had at least a Bachelor's degree.
Nonparticipant Husbands. Seventy-four husbands chose not to participate in the
workshop. Approximately 99% of the nonparticipant husbands indicated they were
Caucasian American. They averaged 38 years of age and reported an average income
range of $25,000 to $34,999. Nonparticipant husbands had been married for an average
of 12 years. Ninety-six percent of nonparticipant husbands reported they were in their
first marriage while 4% reported they were remarried. Fifty-three percent of the
nonparticipant husbands had at least a Bachelor's degree.
Operational Definitions
Self-Esteem. Self-esteem was defined as the sum of the participants' and
nonparticipants' scores on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) (Rosenberg, 1965). A
high score reflects a high degree of self-esteem, whereas a low score indicates a low
degree of self-esteem. The RSE consists of 10 items. The items are rated on a 5-point
Likert-type scale.
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Spousal Fusion/Individuation. Spousal Fusion/Individuation was defined as the
sum of the participants' and nonparticipants' scores on the Spousal Fusion/Individuation
Scale (SPFUS) (Bray, Williamson, & Malone, 1984). A high score reflects more fusion
in the marital relationship, whereas a lower score reflects more individuation. The SPFUS
consists of 19 items. The items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Marital Communication. Marital communication was defined as the sum of the
participants' and nonparticipants' scores on the Marital Communication Inventory
(Bienvenu, 1970). A high score reflects a higher level of communication, whereas a low
score indicates a low degree of communication. The Marital Communication Inventory is
a 46 item, 7-point Likert-type scale.
Relational Commitment. Relational commitment was defined as the sum of the
participants' and nonparticipants' scores on the Commitment Scale (Sabatelli, 1984). A
high score reflects a higher level of commitment, whereas a low score indicates a low
degree of commitment. The Commitment Scale is a five-item, 5-point Likert-type scale.
Marital Conflict. Marital conflict was defined as the sum of the participants' and
nonparticipants' scores on the Kansas Marital Conflict Scale (Eggeman, Moxley, &
Schumm, 1985). A high score reflects greater ability to deal conflict, whereas a low score
indicates lesser ability to deal with conflict. The Kansas Marital Conflict Scale is a 37
item, 5-point Likert-type scale.
Family Strengths. Family strengths were defined as the sum of the participants'
and nonparticipants' scores on the Strong Marriage/Family Scale (Morris & Roberts,
1997). A high score reflects a high degree of marital and family strength, whereas a low
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score indicates a low degree of marital and family strength. The Strong Marriage/Family
Scale is a 2-item, 5-point Likert-type scale.
Dyadic Consensus. Dyadic consensus is defined as the sum of the participants'
and nonparticipants' scores on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 1976). A
high score reflects a higher degree of marital quality, whereas a low score reflects a lower
degree of marital quality. The Dyadic Consensus subscale of the DAS is an 11-item, 5point Likert-type scale.
Spousal Intimacy. Spousal intimacy was defined as the sum of the participants'
and nonparticipants' scores on the Spousal Intimacy Scale (Bray, Williamson, & Malone,
1984). A high score reflects a high degree of intimacy, whereas a low score indicates a
low degree of intimacy. The Spousal Intimacy Scale is a nine-item, 7-point Likert-type
scale.
Marital Comparison. Marital comparison was defined as the sum of the
participants' and nonparticipants' scores on the Marital Comparison Level Index (MCLI)
(Sabatelli, 1984). A high score reflects a high degree of relational equity, whereas a low
score indicates a low degree relational equity. The MCLI is a 10-item, 5-point Likert-type
scale.
Marital Satisfaction. Marital Satisfaction was defined as the sum of the
participants' and nonparticipants' scores on the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale
(Mitchell et al., 1983). A high score reflects a high degree of marital satisfaction, whereas
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a low score indicates a low degree of marital satisfaction. The Kansas Marital
Satisfaction Scale is a three-item, 7-point Likert-type scale.
Instruments
The workshop participants and those electing not to participate in the workshop
completed 10 scales. The Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale of the Personal Authority in
the Family System Questionnaire (Bray et al., 1984) was used to measure whether a
couple operates in a· fused or individuated manner in their relationship. The Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) was used to measure the individuals level of self
esteem. The Marital Comparison Level Index (Sabatelli, 1984) was used to measure
expectations of spousal behavior. The Strong/Marriage Family Scale (Morris & Roberts,
_1997) was used to measure the husbands' and wives' perceived level of marital and
family strength. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) was used in the
measurement of dyadic consensus. The Spousal Intimacy Scale (Bray et al., 1984) was
used to measure the degree of intimacy in the marital relationship. The Kansas Marital
Satisfaction Scale (Mitchell et al., 1983) was used to assess the level of marital
satisfaction. The Marital Communication Inventory (Bienvenu, 1970) was used to
measure communication in the marriage. The Kansas Marital Conflict Scale (Eggeman,
et al., 1985) was used to determine conflict in the marital relationship. The Commitment
Scale (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pegio, 1985) was used to assess relational commitment.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE). To assess the level of individual self-esteem,
all study participants completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem (RSE) Scale (Rosenberg,
1965). The RSE is a well-established measure based on 10-items measuring feelings of
self-worth. The RSE was administered using a Likert-type response format employing a
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5-point scale ranging from "Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree" to indicate the
degree to which the statements described them. The RSE is a global measure that taps an
individual's perceived evaluation of self-concept and assesses the positive and negative
attitudes toward the self (Rosenberg, 1965).
Research examining the psychometric properties of the RSE scale indicates
acceptable to high reliability (Gray-Little, Williams, & Hancock, 1997). Investigators
have reported coefficient alphas for the RSE scale ranging from a low of . 72 to a high of
.88 (Gray-Little et al., 1997). In this study, the Cronbach's alpha for the RSE was .89.
Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale (SPFUS). The Spousal Fusion/Individuation
(SPFUS) Subscale of the Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS
Q) was used in the present study. The PAFS-Q is designed to measure family processes
based on intergenerational family theory (Bray et al., 1984). The PAFS-Q contains 132
items that are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale. It is divided into seven non
overlapping scales that assess three-generational family relationships that include current
relationships with spouse, parents, and children.
The SPFUS subscale consists of 19 items that measure the degree to which an
individual operates in a fused or individuated manner in relationship to their most
significant other (Bray et al., 1984). The SPFUS is a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. It is designed so that larger scores indicate more
individuation (e.g., "I have difficulty attending most social events without my mate;" "I
need my mate's approval for my ideas and decisions").
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This instrument has been psychometrically shown to be a useful measure of
intergenerational family functioning with excellent internal consistency, adequate test
retest reliability, and promising evidence of validity (Bray et al., 1984). Bray et al.
reported test-retest alpha coefficients' means of .90 and .89 and internal consistencies
ranging from .74 to .96 (Bray et al., 1984). The Cronbach's alpha for the present study
was .68.
Marital Communication Inventory (MCI). Respondents completed the Marital
Communication Inventory (MCI) (Bienvenu, 1970) which explores a couple's ability to
listen, understand, and express themselves as well as their manner of saying things. The
scale consists of 46 items based on a 4-point Likert-type scale. Individuals respond by
checking one of four possible responses, "Usually," "Sometimes," "Seldom "' and
"Never." Higher scale scores reflect greater levels of communication. Cronbach's alpha
for this scale was .93 and is consistent with other studies (Bienvenu, 1970). The
Cronbach's alpha for this study was .93.
Commitment Scale. Relational commitment was assessed using an instrument
developed by Sabatelli (1984). The scale consists of five items based on a 5-point Likert
type scale. According to Sabatelli (1984), the purpose of this measure is to reflect both
"the degree of cohesion felt in the relationship and the degree to which the alternatives to
the marital relationship are monitored." Higher scale scores reflect greater levels of
commitment. Chronbach' s alpha for the present study was .79 and is consistent with
other studies (Sabatelli, 1984).
Kansas Marital Conflict Scale (KMC). To assess the level of conflict in their
relationships, respondents completed the Kansas Marital Conflict Scale (KMC)
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(Eggeman, Moxley, & Schumm, 1985). The instrument was developed to assess couple
patterns of conflict management. The measure consists of 37 items based on a 5-point
Likert-type scale. Response categories are, "Almost never," "Once in a while,"
"Sometimes," "Frequently," and "Almost always." Higher scale scores reflect lower
levels of conflict. Cronbach's alpha for this study was .95.
Strong Marriage/Family Scale. To assess marital and family strength, respondents
completed a two-item .global scale in which they rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" their level of agreement with the
statements "My marriage is strong" and "My family is strong." Higher scale scores
reflect greater levels of marital and family strengths. This instrument . has shown good
reliability in previous studies. Slayton (1996) reported in a similar study an alpha of .88.
In the present study, the Cronbach's alpha was .89.
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). The Dyadic Adjustment Scale" (DAS) is a 32item Likert-style questionnaire. It consists of four subscales (dyadic cohesion, dyadic
satisfaction, dyadic consensus, affectional expression) designed to assess the quality of
marriage and other similar dyadic relationships (Spanier, 1976). In this study, we elected
to use the Consensus subscale that addresses those facets of the relationship that deal with
the individual's perception of the couple's agreement or disagreement on a variety of
basic relationship issues. This includes the couple's perceived level of agreement
regarding finances, recreation, religion, friends, conventionality, philosophy of life,
dealing with parents and in-laws, aims and goals, time together, making major decisions,
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household tasks, leisure time activities, and career decisions. Higher scale scores indicate
higher dyadic consensus. Spanier (1976) has reported Cronbach's alpha to be .96 for the
overall DAS and .90 for the Dyadic Consensus subscale. The Cronbach's alpha for this
study was .85.
Spousal Intimacy Scale {SPINT). The Spousal Intimacy (SPINT) scale consists of
nine questions from the Personal Authority in the Family Systems Questionnaire (Bray,
Williamson, & Malone, 1984). The items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale that
measures reported satisfaction or dissatisfaction and degree of intimacy with the mate
(Bray et al., 1984). The items in the scale are designed so that larger scores indicate more
intimacy. According to Bray et al. (1984), intimacy is defined as "voluntary closeness
with distinct boundaries. Closeness without voluntariness or boundaries is synonymous
with fusion and therefore is not in the same domain as intimacy. Isolation is viewed on
the opposite pole on the continuum with intimacy "(p. 170). The Cronbach's alpha for
this study was .88.
Marital Comparison Level Index (MCLI). All respondents completed the Marital
Comparison Level Index (MCLI) to assess spouses' perceptions of the degree to which
their marital relationship measures up to their expectations of what is acceptable marital
behavior (Sabatelli, 1984). The MCLI was designed to provide researchers with a
measure of marital complaints by focusing on the contrast between couples' marital
experiences and expectations. The questionnaire is based upon the interpersonal
processes highlighted by social exchange perspectives on the evaluations of relationships,
while focusing on comparative processes.
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The MCLI is a 10-item, 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from "Strongly
Disagree" to "Strongly Agree." A sample item is "All things considered, my partner and I
contribute equally to our relationship." The items of the measure reflect a concern with
whether a respondent feels that his or her relationship is fair and whether both spouses
are perceived as equally contributing to and participating in the relationship (Sabatelli &
Cecil-Pigo, 1985). Sabatelli (1984) reports a Cronbach's alpha of .93 for the MCLI. In
this study, the Cronbach's alpha was .86.
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS). Marital Satisfaction was measured by
the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS), which is a three-item 7-point Likert-type
instrument designed to assess the level of marital satisfaction (Mitchell et al., 1983).
Higher scale scores reflect greater levels of marital satisfaction. The KMS consists of the
following three items: (a) "How satisfied are you with your relationship with your
husband [or wife]?" (b) "How satisfied are you with your husband [or wife] as a
spouse?", and (c) " How satisfied are you with your marriage?"
The KMS has proven to be a useful instrument demonstrating high levels of
internal consistency reliability (Mitchell et al., 1983). The Cronbach's alpha for the KMS
was .95 for this study.
Sociodemographic Variables
Respondents were asked to fill out a series of single-item questions developed to
obtain sociodemographic information. Demographic data included age, gender, ethnic or
racial background, marital status, length of present marital status, number of children
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living in household, educational attainment, denominational affiliation, profession,
employment status, income, and financial situation.
Procedures
Data Collection. The study used secondary data that were collected as part of Dr.
Lane Morris's B.E.S.T. Families marriage education research program. Before discussing
or participating in structured learning experiences that would enhance or enrich their
marital relationships, seminar participants were asked to complete �n instrument that
included the Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Marital
Comparison Level Index, Strong Marriage and Family Scale, Dyadic Adjustment Scale,
Commitment Scale, Kansas Marital Conflict Scale, Marital Communication Inventory,
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale, and Spousal Intimacy Scale. Husbands and wives
completed their instruments separately.
Approximately 1 week after the seminar was held, a randomly selected group of
couples from the same population as the seminar participants but who chose not to attend
the seminar were mailed an instrument to complete that included Spousal
Fusion/Individuation Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Marital Comparison Level
Index, Strong Marriage and Family Scale, Dyadic Adjustment Scale, Commitment Scale,
Kansas Marital Conflict Scale, Marital Communication Inventory, Kansas Marital
Satisfaction Scale, and Spousal Intimacy Scale. Couples were encouraged to complete
their instruments separately; separate return envelopes were supplied for this purpose.
The response rate for the participants was 100%, and the response rate for non
participants was 68%.

43

Data Management. The B.E.S.T. Families data were examined in the present
study using the SPSS Version 10.0 statistical software program. Completed
questionnaires were marked with ID code numbers upon return to provide anonymity.
Da�a from the returned questionnaires had been entered into the computer from a
notebook.
Research Questions. The specific research questions that were addressed in the
present study are as follows:
1. When comparing husbands and wives who chose to attend a ME workshop with
husbands and wives who knew of the availability of the workshop but chose not to
attend, do these couples differ regarding marital dynamic variables (self-esteem,
spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and relational
commitment)?
2. When comparing husbands and wives who chose to attend a ME workshop with
husbands and wives who knew of the availability of the workshop but chose not to
attend, do these couples differ regarding marital quality variables (marital
satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and dyadic
consensus)?
Hypotheses of the Study. The hypotheses for this exploratory study, stated in the
null hypothesis format, were as follows for marital quality variables and marital
dynamic variables:
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Marital Quality (MO)
1 (MQ).

There is no significant interaction of gender (husbands and wives) and
level of participation (participants and nonparticipants) regarding marital
satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus.

2 (MQ).

There are no significant differences in marital satisfaction, spousal
intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and dyadic consensus by
level of participation (participants and nonparticipants).

3 (MQ).

There are no significant differences in marital satisfaction, spousal
intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and dyadic consensus by
gender (husbands and wives).

Marital Dynamics {MD)
1 (l\ID).

There is no significant interaction of gender (husbands and wives) and
level of participation (participants and nonparticipants) regarding self
esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital
conflict, and relational commitment.

2 (MD).

There are no significant differences in self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and
relational commitment by level of participation (participants and
nonparticipants).

3 (MD) .

There are no significant differences in self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and
relational commitment by gender (husbands and wives).
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Hypothesis 4 (MD & MO)

There is no association between level of participation (participants and
nonparticipants) and self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital
communication, marital conflict, relational commitment, marital
satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus.
Data Analysis. SPSS Statistical Package Version 10.0 was used for data analyses.
The primary data analyses for this study involved testing the three hypotheses for marital
dynamics and marital quality. Descriptive statistics were examined for marital dynamic
variables (self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital
conflict, marital commitment) and marital quality variables (marital satisfaction, marital
intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, dyadic consensus). Multivariate Analysis
of Variance (MANOV A) was used to compare responses by level of program
participation (participants and nonparticipants) and gender (husbands and wives). I used
the MANOVA because I wanted to measure the between-group patterns of differences on
multiple dependent variables. The interaction of the two main effects (level of
participation and gender) also was tested with MANOVA. When significant differences
were indicated by MANOV A tests, response variable means were tested using a follow
up Univariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for the separate dependent variables. A
Bonferroni adjusted alpha was used to control the family-wise error rate for all follow-up
comparisons.
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In order to address the fourth hypothesis, which involved the combination of
marital quality variables and marital dynamic variables, I conducted the following
. analysis. To predict the probability of a husband or a wife participating in a marriage
education workshop, I used a stepwise logistic regression based on a forward selection
method. It was used to find the best predictive model from a set of 10 predictors of the
dependent variable, level of participation. Thus, the logistic regression predicted the
probability that the dependent variable, event (participation or nonparticipation), would
occur given the respondent's gender and scores on each of the 10 independent variables
(marital comparison, family strengths, dyadic consensus, self-esteem, spousal intimacy,
fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, relational commitment,
and marital satisfaction).
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CHAPTER IV
Results
The results of this study are reported for marital quality variables and marital
dynamic variables in Hypotheses 1 , 2, and 3. Hypothesis 4 addresses the use of each of
the 10 variables regarding participation.
Marital Dynamics
Hypothesis 1 . (Hypothesis 1 [MD] restated: There is no significant interaction of
gender [husbands and wives] and level ofparticipation [participants and
nonparticipants] regarding self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital
communication, marital conflict, and relational commitment.)

Descriptive statistics were examined for each variable (Tables 2 and 3). The
results of the MANOVA (see Table 2) clearly indicate there was not a significant
interaction between level of participation and gender (E =· 1 .11, R = .358). Multivariate F
tests revealed that there was no need to pursue the interaction for any of the five
dependent variables. If the interaction was found to be significant for any one measure, in
order to find where the interaction occurs I would have pursued the relationship between
dependent variables. Since E tests indicated there was a difference between level of.
participation and gender, I conducted univariate follow-up tests for those two effects. The
null hypothesis was supported.
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TABLE 2
(Marital Dynamics)
Results of Multivariate ANOVA Comnaring Particinant and Nonnarticinant Grouns b� Gender
Participants

Nonparticipants
Mean

SD

Mean

SD

n = 136

Wives (n = 216)

n. = 80

Self-Esteem

33. 15

4.49

3 1 . 15 .

5 .29

Fusion/Individuation

52.30

7.55

53.41

7.08

Marital Communication

105.75

20. 13

95.69

20.20

Relational Commitment

22.79

2.65

22.05

3.40

Marital Conflict

137.04

27.65

124.90

28.07

Husbands (n = 2 1 1)

n = 74

Self-Esteem

34.23

4.5 1

32. 16

4.65

Fusion/Individuation

55.05

6. 14

54.24

7.72

Marital Communication

106.38

16.38

92.96

19.5 1

Marital Commitment

23.08

2.36

21.84

3.00

Marital Conflict

135.92

24.81

127.49

24.98

(A)

n = 137

E test = 1 . 1 1 , Q value = .358 (Hypothesis # 1 )
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TABLE 3
(Marital Dynamics)
Results of UNIVARIATE Follow-un Tests Comnaring Particinant and Nonnarticinant
Grouns and Gender
Participants

Nonparticipants

·Group

Mean

SD

Mean ·

SD

F Value p value

Self-Esteem

3 1.65

4.99

33.63

4.52

19. 10*

.000

Fusion/lndi viduation

53.79

7.41

53.75

7. 17

.048

.826

Marital Communication

94.25

19.87

106.05

1 8.36

36. 10*

.000

Relational Commitment

21 .93

3.21

22.93

2.5 1

1 1.43*

.001

Marital Conflict

126.09

26.55

136.55

26. 16

15.93* .000

- Wife

Husband
Gender

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

I: value 12 value

Self-Esteem

32.89

4.69

3 1 .89

5.09

3.98*

.047

Fusion/Individuation

54.53

7.20

53.00

7.26

6.07*

.014

Marital Communication

97.66

19.52

99.39

20.7 1

.305

.58 1

Relational Commitment

22.28

2.85

22.32

3. 16

.002

.964

Marital Conflict

130.44

25. 1 8

129.40

28.46

.019

.890

(B)
(C)

I: test = 15.61, 12 value < .000 (Hypothesis #2)
I: test = 4.59, 12 value < .000 (Hypothesis #3)
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Hypothesis 2. (Hypothesis 2 [MD] restated: There are no significant differences
in self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and
relational commitment by level ofparticipation [participants and nonparticipants].)

There were significant mean differences between the participant and
nonparticipant groups (E = 15.61, I! < .001) on four out of five marital dynamic variables.
Univariate ANOVA results comparing participant and nonparticipant groups are shown
in Table 3 (B). Significant differences were found between program participants and
nonparticipants on all variables except spousal fusion/individuation. While no significant
differences were found between program participants and nonparticipants in spousal
fusion/individuation, there were significant mean differences in scores on self-esteem (E

= 19.10, I! = .000), marital communication· (E = 36.10, I! = .000), relational commitment

(E = 11.43, I! = .001), and marital conflict (E = 15.93, I! = .000). The null hypothesis was
not supported.
Hypothesis 3. (Hypothesis 3 [MD] restated: There are no significant differences
in self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and
relational commitment by gender [husbands and wives].)

There were significant mean differences between husbands and wives (E = 4.59, I!
< .000) on two out of five marital dynamic variables. Univariate ANOVA results
comparing participant and nonparticipant groups and gender are shown in Table 3 (C).
Only reports on self-esteem (E = 3.98, I! = .047) and spousal fusion/individuation (E =
6.07, Q = .014) significantly differentiated husband and wives with the husbands scoring
higher on each scale, whereas means for marital communication, relational commitment,
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and marital conflict were not found to be significantly different. The null hypothesis was
not supported.
Summary of Univariate Analysis
The results of the univariate follow-up tests for the marital dynamic variables
(self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, and
relational commitment) are described below.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE). There were significant differences found
between husbands (M = 32.89, SD = 4.69) and wives (M = 3 1 . 89, SD = 5.09) (see Table
3). Likewise, there were statistically significant differences between participants (M =
3 1 .65, std = 4.99) and non-participants (M = 33.63, SD = 4.52) with the nonparticipant
group reporting higher self-esteem levels than did those who participated in the program.
Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale (SPFUS). On spousal fusion/individuation
scores, there were significant differences found between husbands (M = 54.53, SD =
7.20) and wives (M = 53.00, SD = 7.26) with husbands scoring higher on this scale. No
significant mean differences were found between participants (M = 53.79, SD = 7.41)
and nonparticipants (M = 53.75, SD = 7. 17).
Marital Communication Inventory (MCI). Concerning the assessment of
communication, there were no significant differences found between husbands (M =
97.66, SD = 19.52) and wives (M = 99.39, SD = 20.7 1). However, there were differences
between participants (M = 94.25, SD = 19.87) and nonparticipants (M = 106.05, SD =
1 8.36), with nonparticipants scoring higher on communication.
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Commitment Scale. No statistically significant mean differences were found
between husbands (M = 22.28, SD = 2.85) and wives (M = 22.32, SD = 3. 16) on the
Commitment Scale. There was a statistically significant difference found in the
Commitment Scale between participants (M = 21 .93, SD = 3.21) and nonparticipants (M
= 22.93, SD = 2.5 1). Nonparticipants reported higher scores on commitment than did the
participant group.
Kansas Marital Conflict Scale (KMC). Regarding the assessment of conflict, there
were no significant differences found between husbands (M = 1 30, SD = 25. 1 8) and
wives (M = 129.40, SD = 28.46). However, there were differences between participants
(M = 126.09, SD = 26.55) and nonparticipants (M = 1 36.55, SD = 26. 16), with
nonparticipants scoring higher on the conflict scale.
Marital Ouality
Hypothesis 1. (Hypothesis 1 [MQJ restated: There is no significant interaction of
gender [husbands and wives] and level of participation [participants and
nonparticipants] regarding marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison,
family strengths, and dyadic
consensus.)

Descriptive statistics were examined for each variable (see Tables 4 and 5). The
results of the MANOVA (see Table 4) clearly indicate there was not a significant
interaction between level of participation and gender (E = 1 . 16, n = .326). Multivariate E
tests revealed that there was no need to pursue the interaction for any of the five
dependent variables. If the interaction had been significant for any one measure, in order
to find where the interaction occurs, I would have pursued the relationship between
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TABLE 4
(Marital Quality)
Results of Multivariate ANOVA Com12aring Partici12ant and Non12artici12ant Grou12s by Gender
Nonparticipants
Mean

Participants
SD

Mean

SD

Wives (n = 216)

n = 80

Family Strengths

8.69

1.31

7.99

1 .88

Dyadic Consensus

49.55

5.82

47.03

6. 13

Spousal Intimacy

38.27

5. 15

35.07

6.25

Marital Comparison

37.42

6.69

35.37

6.97

Marital Satisfaction

17.42

3.90

16. 19

3.73

Husbands (n = 21 1)

n = 74

Family Strengths

9.05

1 . 13

7.95

1.69

Dyadic Consensus

49.09

5.72

46.43

6.30

Spousal Intimacy

38.04

4.48

35. 1 2

5.60

Marital Comparison

40.26

5.66

37.39

6.27

Marital Satisfaction

18.50

3. 14

16.44

3.64

(A)

n = 136

n = 137

E test = 1. 16, n value = .326 (Hypothesis #1)

54

TABLE 5
(Marital Quality)
Results of UNIVARIATE Follow-u12 Tests Com12aring Partici12ant and Non12artici12ant
Grou12s and Gender
Participants

Nonparticipants

Group

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

F Value

p value

Family Strengths

7.96

1.79

8.87

1 .24

30.31 *

.000

Dyadic Consensus

46.71

6.21

49.37

5.76

17.56*

.000

Spousal Intimacy

35 .08

5.92

38.21

4.84

29.75*

.000

Marital Comparison

36.38

6.68

38.79

6.33

14.30*

.000

Marital Satisfaction

16.3 1

3.67

17.96

3.58

19.58*

.000

Husband

Wife

Gender

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

E value

I!. value

Family Strengths

8.34

1 .60

8.25

1 .72

.961

.327

Dyadic Consensus

47.37

6.22

47.98

6. 1 3

.7 1 1

.399

Spousal Intimacy

36. 15

5.40

36.26

6.06

.065

.798

Marital Comparison

38.40

6.20

36. 1 3

6.92

12.9 1 *

.000

Marital Satisfaction

17. 17

3.60

16.64

3.83

3.03*

.083

(B)
(C)

E test = 7 .44, I!. value < .001 (Hypothesis #2)
E test = 7.92, 12 value < .001 (Hypothesis #3)

* )2. < . 10
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dependent variables. Since I: tests indicated there was a difference between level of
participation and gender, I conducted univariate follow-up tests for those two effects. The
null hypothesis was supported.
Hypothesis 2. (Hj,pothesis 2 [MQJ restated: There are no significant differences
in marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus by level of participation [participants and nonparticipants].)

There were significant mean differences between the participant and
nonparticipant groups (I: = 7.44, Q < .001) on five out of five marital quality variables.
Univariate ANOVA results comparing participant and nonparticipant groups are shown
in Table 5 (B). Significant differences were found between program participants and non
participants on all variables. There were significant mean differences in scores on family
strengths (I: = 30.31, Q = .000), dyadic consensus (I: = 17 .56, Q = .000), marital
comparison (I: = 14.30, Q = .000), spousal intimacy (I: = 29.75, Q = .000), and marital
satisfaction (I: = 19.58, Q = .000). The null hypothesis was not supported.
Hypothesis 3. (Hypothesis 3 [MQJ restated: There are no significant differences
in marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and
dyadic consensus by gender [husbands and wives].)

There were significant mean differences between husbands and wives (I: = 7.92, I!
< .001) on at least one response variable. Univariate ANOVA results comparing
participant and nonparticipant groups and gender are shown in Table 3 (C). Only reports
on marital comparison (I: = 12.91, I! = .001) and marital satisfaction (I: = 3.03, Q = .000)
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significantly differentiated husbands and wives with the wives scoring lower on each
scale, whereas means for family strengths, dyadic consensus, and spousal intimacy were
not found to be significantly different. The null hypothesis was not supported.
Summary of Univariate Analysis
The results of the univariate follow-up tests for the marital quality variables
(marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and dyadic
consensus) are described below.
Strong Marriage/Family Scale. No statistically significant mean differences were
found between husbands (M = 8.34, SD = 1.60) and wives (M = 8.25, SD = 1.72) on the
Strong Marriage/Family Scale. There were statistically significant differences found in
the Strong Marriage/Family Scale between participants (M = 7 .96, SD = 1. 79) and
nonparticipants (M = 8.87, SD = 1.24). Nonparticipants scored higher on scales
measuring the perceived relational strength of the marriage relationship and family
relationship.
Dyadic Adjustment Scale {DAS). Concerning the assessment of dyadic
consensus, there were no significant differences found between husbands (M = 47 .37, SD
= 6.22) and wives (M = 47.98, SD = 6.13). However, there were differences between
participants (M = 46.71, SD = 6.21) and nonparticipants (M = 49.37, SD = 5.76), with
nonparticipants scoring higher on consensus measures.
Spousal Intimacy Scale {SPINT). No statistically significant mean differences
were found between husbands (M = 36.15, SD 5.40) and wives (M = 36.26, SD = 6.06).
There were statistically significant differences found between participants (M = 35.08,
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SD = 5 .92) and nonparticipants (M = 38.2 1, SD = 4.84). Nonparticipants scored higher
on scales measuring intimacy in the marriage.
Marital Comparison Level Index (MCLI). With this scale, there were significant
differences found between both husbands and wives and participants and nonparticipants.
Husbands (M = 38.40, SD = 6.20) scored higher than wives (M = 36. 1 3, SD = 6.92) and
nonparticipants (M = 38.79, SD = 6.33 scored higher than participants (M = 36.38, SD =
6.68) on the marital comparison level index.
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS). There were significant differences
found between husbands (M = 17.17, SD = 3.60) and wives (M = 16.64, SD = 3.83) with
husbands reporting higher scores on marital satisfaction. Likewise, there were statistically
significant differences between participants (M = 16.31, SD = 3.60) and nonparticipants
(M = 17.96, SD = 3.58) with the non-participant group reporting higher marital
satisfaction levels than did those who participated in the program.
Hypothesis 4
(Hypothesis 4 [MQ & MD] restated: There is no association between level of
participation [participants and nonparticipants] and self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, marital communication, marital conflict, relational commitment,
marital satisfaction, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, family strengths, and dyadic
consensus.)
A stepwise logistic regression was performed in order to predict the probability
that the dependent variable event (participation) would occur given the respondent's
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gender and scores on the independent variables (marital comparison, family strengths,
dyadic consensus, self-esteem, spousal intimacy, fusion/individuation, marital
communication, marital conflict, relational commitment, and marital satisfaction). The
stepwise logistic regression was used to identify variables that would predict participation
in a maniage education workshop. Based on the results of the logistic regression, two
variables (self-esteem and marital communication) were most useful in predicting an
individual's level of participation (participation and nonparticipation). Participation or
non-participation was not significantly associated with gender.
Results of the global goodness of fit test, the likelihood ratio chi-square test (x/ =,
43.06, df = 2, I! < .001), indicated that the two variable model is a good predictive model.
The null hypothesis is rejected since Q< .05 and it is concluded that at least one Beta
(regression coefficient) in this model does not equal zero. The equation predicting
probability of participation from the final stepwise model was
participation = 5.45 - (.029) marital communication - (.061) self-esteem.
The Odds Ratios (Exp [Beta]) values are used to interpret an association or
relationship between the predictors and the outcome (dependent variable). Table 6
reports the odds ratios for self-esteem (.940) and marital communication (.972). Since
both predictors have negative regression coefficients, the probability of being a
participant goes down as the value of a predictor increases.
For every 1-unit increase in self-esteem, the odds or likelihood of being a
participant decreases by 6%. For every 5-unit increase in self-esteem, the odds or
likelihood of being a participant decreases _by 35%. For every 1-unit increase in marital
communication, the odds or likelihood of being a participant decreases by about 3%. For
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TABLE 6
Results of the Stepwise Logistic Regression

Exp{B)
Marital Communication

-.029

.006

21. 168

1

.000

.972

Self-Esteem

-.061

.024

6.524

1

.01 1

.940
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every 5-unit increase in marital communication, the odds or likelihood of being a
participant decreases by about 15%. In general you can say that as self-esteem and
marital communication scores go up, the likelihood of being a participant goes down.
The null hypothesis was not supported.
Calculation note: The odds ratio for a 1-unit change in self-esteem is .94. This
means that the odds of being a participant is about .94 times the odds of being a
nonparticipant when self-esteem increases by 1-unit. An odds of 1 is even odds; therefore
an odds of .94 means that the odds of being a participant is less than the odds of being a
nonparticipant. Odds of less than 1 are difficult to understand in terms of the event
happening (participating) so they are usually described in terms of the event not
happening. To do this you take the reciprocal of the odds ratio. For self-esteem, that is
11.940=1.06. Therefore, for every 1-unit increase in self-esteem, the odds of being a
nonparticipant go up by 6%. Since a ] -unit change is not very meaningful for continuous
predictors on a large numeric scale, I looked at the odds ratio for a 5-unit change. This is
calculated by taking the exponential of 5 x the regression coefficient, orfor self-esteem
the exponential of 5 x (-.061)

= -.305. This is calculated as e(-305), which equals . 74.

Thus, the odds ratio for a 5-unit change in self-esteem is . 74. This means that the odds of
being a_ participant is about . 74 times the odds of being a nonparticipant for every 5-unit
increase in self-esteem. The reciprocal is 11. 74=1.35. For every 5-unit increase in self
esteem, the odds of being a participant goes down by 35%, which is the equivalent of the
odds of being a nonparticipant going up by 35%.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion and Conclusions
The results of this exploratory study provide insight into the individual and
relational characteristics of two groups. Those that participated in a marriage education
program and those that knew of the availability of the program but chose not to attend. In
general, findings from the present study indicated that marriage education participants do
differ from nonparticipants in relation to marital comparison, family strengths, dyadic
consensus, self-esteem, spousal intimacy, marital communication, marital conflict,
relational commitment, and marital satisfaction. Nonparticipants had higher scale scores
on all variables found to be significant. Spousal Fusion/Individuation was the only
variable in this study where there was not a significant difference found between
participants and nonparticipants.
Concerning gender, there were significant differences found between
husbands and wives in self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital comparison, and
marital satisfaction. No significant differences were found between husbands and wives
in spousal intimacy, marital communication, marital conflict, relational commitment,
family strengths, and dyadic consensus.
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Discussion
The discussion is broken down into 10 sections: self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, communication, commitment, conflict, family strengths, dyadic
consensus, spousal intimacy, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction. The findings
of each variable are discussed below.
Self-esteem. Data from the current study indicated significant differences between
participants and nonparticipants on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Nonparticipants
indicated higher levels of self-esteem than did participants. Also, there were significant
differences found between husbands and wives on self-esteem scores. Husbands
indicated higher levels of self-esteem on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. These
findings are consistent with previously published data by Roberts and Morris (1998),
Who found that wives participating in a marriage enrichment program had lower self
esteem than did wives not participating. Researchers (Roberts & Morris, 1998) suggest
that a possible motivation for women enrolling in a marriage education program is
dissatisfaction with self, rather than dissatisfaction with the marriage.
Findings from the stepwise logistic regression suggest that, as self-esteem scores
increase, the odds or likelihood of choosing to participate in a marriage education
workshop goes down. Thus, husbands and wives who report low self-esteem levels are
more likely to choose to participate in a marriage education workshop than those who
report high self-esteem levels.
Spousal Fusion/Individuation. Data from the Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale
indicated that there were no significant differences between participants and
nonparticipants with regard to spousal fusion/individuation. Both participants and
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nonparticipants had moderately high agreement with items on the Spousal
Fusion/Individuation Scale, which indicate individuation in a dyadic relationship. There
were significant differences found between husbands and wives on the Spousal
Fusion/Individuation Scale. Husbands reported higher scale scores, which indicate more
individuation in the marital relationship. Fusion can be defined as an inability to establish
healthy boundaries between self and others (Karpel, 1976). Individuation is the ability to
see oneself as separate and distinct within one's relational context, while also remaining
emotionally connected to significant others (Karpel, 1976). According to Crespi and
Sabatelli (1997), ''The degree to which individuation has occurred is the degree to which
the person no longer experiences himself or herself as fusing with others in personal
relationships" (p. 409).
Marital Communication. The findings of the present study indicate significant
differences between participants and nonparticipants in regard to marital communication
scores. Nonparticipants reported higher scale scores than did participants. This suggests
that those who chose not to participate in the marriage education workshop had more
effective communication patterns than those who elected to participate. From this
finding, the inference could be made that those who chose to participate in the marriage
education workshop did so because of a desire to improve the communication within
their marriage. In addition, results from the stepwise logistic regression indicate that as
husbands and wives report higher communication scores, they are less likely to
participate in a marriage education workshop. This should be considered important in that
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the marriage education workshop is marketed to the marriage education audience as a
way of improving communication within the marriage. The B.E.S.T. Families program is
based on a communication skill-based curriculum. We could infer from these findings
that those who chose to participate in the marriage education workshop were the
husbands and wives who actually were in need of improving their communication skills.
As referred to in the literature review, communication appears to be positively linked to
marital satisfaction and how couples feel about their relationship (Hunt et al., 1998).
Relational Commitment. There were significant differences found between
participants and nonparticipants in relational commitment. Nonparticipants had higher
scale scores, indicating a higher degree of commitment than participants, whose scores
indicated a lower degree of commitment. There were no significant differences found
between husbands and wives as related to relational commitment.
Marital Conflict. Results of the present study indicate significant differences
between participants and nonparticipants in regard to marital conflict. Nonparticipants
reported higher scale scores, which suggest lower levels of conflict within the marriage.
Therefore, those who participated in the marriage education workshop were in more
conflict-distressed marriages than those who chose not to participate. Consistent with
other findings (Eggeman et al., 1985), this finding may mean that conflict-distressed
couples are more likely to attend a marriage education workshop to deal with the
dissatisfaction and conflict they are experiencing in their marriage. The scale did not
significantly differentiate husbands' and wives' perceptions of marital conflict.
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Family Strengths. There were significant differences found between participants
and nonparticipants on the Strong Marriage/Family Scale. Nonparticipants reported
higher scale scores, indicating they perceived their marriage and family to be stronger
than did participants. This is consistent with other findings (Roberts & Morris, 1998) in
which couples in strong marriages are less likely to participate in a marriage education ·
workshop. There was no significant difference found between husbands and wives.
Dyadic Consensus. There were significant differences between participants and
nonparticipants on matters of dyadic consensus. Nonparticipant couples reported greater
agreement regarding finances, recreation, religion, friends, conventionality, philosophy of
life, dealing with parents and in-laws, goals, time together, decision making, household
tasks, leisure time activities, and career decisions than did participants. In regard to
husbands and wives on the dyadic consensus scale, no significant differences were found.
Spousal Intimacy. Data from the Spousal Intimacy Scale indicated significant
differences between participants and nonparticipants with regard to spousal intimacy.
Nonparticipants reported higher scale scores, which suggest higher degrees of intimacy
within the marriage. Participants reported lower scale scores, which indicate lower levels
of spousal intimacy. This suggests that nonparticipants feel more connected to their
spouse and experience increased closeness in their marriage. It is feasible that those who
choose to participate in a marriage education workshop have lower levels of intimacy
than those who choose not to participate. There were no significant differences found
between husbands and wives on the Spousal Intimacy Scale.
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Marital Comparison. There were significant differences between participants and
nonparticipants on the Marital Comparison Level Index. Nonparticipants indicated that
their expectations for their marriages more closely matched the outcomes of their
marriages than did participants. Also, there were significant differences found between
husbands and wives on the Marital Comparison Level Index. Husbands reported higher
levels in regard to their marital experiences than did wives According to Sabbatelli
(1984), marital satisfaction is expressed in the evaluative outcomes available to the
interactants. Evaluative outcomes are the result of the rewards minus costs examined
against what individuals feel they deserve in the marriage (Sabatelli, 1 984). Thus,
partners weigh whether or not they are getting what they deserve in the relationship. .
These findings, therefore, seem to support the assertion that couples who choose to attend
a marriage education program do so because they do not perceive both spouses as
contributing equally to the marriage relationship.
Marital Satisfaction. The findings of the present study indicate significant
differences between participants and nonparticipants in regard to marital satisfaction

scores. Nonparticipants reported higher scale scores than did participants. This suggests
that those who chose not to participate in the marriage education workshop reported
higher satisfaction levels than those who elected to participate. From this finding, the
inference could be made that those who choose to participate in the marriage education
workshop do so because of a dissatisfaction with their marriage. This supports the
findings of other researchers that those who choose to participate in a marriage education
workshop experience less marital satisfaction than those who choose not to participate
(Giblin et al., 1985; Powell & Wampler, 1982). There were significant differences found
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between husbands and wives on marital satisfaction. Husbands reported higher scale
scores, which indicated more satisfaction with the marital relationship. This finding
appears to be consistent with other research studies (Hunt et al., 1998).
Implications for Research
Findings from this exploratory study emphasize the need for more research in the
area of marriage education, specifically, developing a greater understanding of the
individual and relational characteristics of those who elect to participate in a marriage
education workshop along with those who elect not to participate. Roberts and Morris
(1998) have asserted that researchers should consider numerous variables when
comparing participants with nonparticipants.
In this study, participants differed from nonparticipants in marital comparison,
family strengths, dyadic consensus, self-esteem, spousal intimacy, marital
communication, marital conflict, relational commitment, and marital satisfaction. For
example, results from the logistic regression indicate that the lower the self-esteem levels
the more likely an individual is to participate in a marriage education workshop. Also,
husbands and wives who report less effective methods of communication are more likely
to attend a marriage education workshop.
Data from the Univariate Analysis of Variance, generally speaking, indicated that
nonparticipants viewed their marriages more favorably than did participants. This would
suggest that those who participated in the marriage education workshop were the
husbands and wives who perceived they were in most need of training. This implies that
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marital relationship perceptions do influence marriage education attendance (Roberts &
Morris, 1998). Given that the current study found a significant difference between
. participants and nonparticipants in their perceptions of the marriage relationship,
researchers should continue to investigate interpersonal relational qualities using
·comprehensive instrumentation. For instance, researchers need to examine how equity in
the marital dyad relates.to marital satisfaction and attendance at a marriage education
seminar.
Results of the present study indicated significant differences between husbands
and wives in self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital comparison, and marital
satisfaction. It appears that husbands perceived their marital relationship more favorably
than their wives. Researchers need to examine how equity, self-esteem, spousal
fusion/individuation, and communication in the marital dyad relates to marital
satisfaction and attendance at a marriage education seminar. Such information would be
useful in the development and implementation of marriage education programs.
Examination of the sociodemographic variables in this study revealed that the
majority of the respondents were middle-class European Americans who frequently
attended southern Protestant churches. Although the results may be representative to this
specific group, any generalizations from the current study should be made with caution
(Roberts & Morris, 1998). Greater diversity in the sample would be helpful.
Given that this study relied on a self-report instrum�nt, the findings may be
influenced by response bias. Future research on marriage education would benefit from
qualitative or multiple method studies involving interviews to determine influences on
marriage education attendance.
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The present study has contributed to our understanding of the individual and
relational characteristics of those who chose to participate in a marriage education
workshop and those who chose not to participate. I recommend that further research
studies explore more thoroughly the variables that have been used in this study and their
impact on participation.
Implications for Practice
As pointed out initially in this study, over 50% of first marriages will end in
divorce, and many of those remaining married will be in unsatisfying relationships
(Gottman, 1994, 1998; Larson & Holman, 1994). These data compel marriage educators
to develop more effective programming directed at the prevention of marital and family
breakdown. Several implications for marriage educators can be generated from the this
exploratory study. First, this study addresses a significant question. Do husbands and
wives who participate in a marriage education workshop differ from those who do not
participate? Data from this study indicated that participants and nonparticipants differed
regarding 9 out of 10 of the individual and relational variables used in this study.
Nonparticipant (those who chose not to participate) scores suggested that they were in
healthier, more satisfying marriages than participants (those who chose to attend a
marriage education workshop). Therefore, those who chose to attend the workshop were
the husbands and wives who perceived the need of strengthening their marriage. This
supports the notion that the husbands and wives who are participating in marriage
education workshops are those couples who need to do so. It does not support the notion
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that husbands and wives who attend a marriage education workshop are the couples who
are already in strong marriages and are attending to strengthen their marriage.
Practitioners should note that the results of this study support the use of a self-selection
process in marriage education recruitment (Hunt et al., 1998).
In regards to gender, only self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital
satisfaction, and marital comparison variables differentiated husbands and wives. In
general, wives had lower self-esteem and did not see both spouses as contributing equally
to the marital relationship. Husbands had higher self-esteem and indicated that their
expectations of marriage more closely matched the outcomes. Marriage educators should
develop programs to increase wives' self-esteem and provide couples with the tools to ·
establish more equality in the marital relationship.
Marriage educators should note that, in this study, self-esteem and communication
were predictors of marriage education attendance. Both husbands and wives who had
lower self-esteem were more likely to participate in a marriage education workshop.
Marriage education programs should be developed to address the self-esteem needs of
participants. It is suggested that marriage education curricula address such issues as self
esteem and communication in the workshop. For example, role-plays could be
incorporated into the seminar to assist couples in improving communication skills.
Participants could observe methods of healthy couple communication. To address self
esteem issues, workshop facilitators may provide participants activities that can increase
self-esteem. This may mean discussions concerning each individual's worth as a person
and helping participants distinguish their positive qualities.
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Husbands and wives who indicated dissatisfaction with the level of
communication within the marriage were also more likely to participate in a marriage
education workshop. It should be noted that-marriage education participants self-selected
to participate in a marriage education workshop, which presumably would improve
communication with the marriage. Communication and self-esteem may be key variables
in predicting marriage education workshop attendance.
Strengths of the Study
The primary strength of the present study was the f�ct that it compared
participants (those who chose to participate in a marriage education workshop) and
nonparticipants (those who knew of the availability of the program but chose not to
attend). According to Arcus et al. (1993), this has been an inconsistency within the
research literature on marriage education programs. Most studies have compared
participants with a control group (those who may have chosen to a�tend if provided the
opportunity).
The length of the survey questionnaire and the variables addressed covered a wide
range of individual and relational characteristics. There were a total of 10 relational
variables in the present study's analysis. Most research studies on marriage education are
not as extensive as the present study (Hunt et al., 1998).
Another major strength of this study was the sample size. The sample for this
study consisted of 273 program participants and 154 nonparticipants, with participants
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consisting of 137 husbands and 1 36 wives, and nonparticipants consisting of 74 husbands
and 80 wives.
Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations in this study that should be recognized when
interpreting the results. The primary limitation of this study was the composition of the
sample. There was an underepresentation of African Americans and other racial and
ethnic groups that may have influenced the results of this study. Also, the sample was
made up predominantly of middle-class couples. Although the sample for this study may
be representative of the marriage education audience, the research findings may not be
generalizable to the population at large. Researchers (Giblin et al., 1985; Guerney &
Maxson, 1990; Roberts & Morris, 1998) have indicated that a recurring limitation in the
marriage education literature is the use of a homogeneous sample, predominantly,
European-American middle class. This may be a result of an appealing nature and
accessibility of this type of program to this particular population (Roberts & Morris,
1 998).
Another limitation to this study is the fact that individuals were recruited
primarily from area churches, affecting the overall generalizibility of the sample.
Therefore, respondents may not be representative of the population at large, but rather
more conservative in values, which would affect the results of the study. It would be
helpful to study individuals who are not actively involved with a church congregation.
The fact that program participants and nonparticipants differed in age and length
of current marriage is another limitation of this study. The mean age for participants of
the study was 39.4 years, which is slightly higher than ages reported in other studies on
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marriage education (Giblin et al., 1 985; Roberts & Morris, 1 998). Mace (1 982) has
contended that marriage education is more appealing to husbands and wives in earlier
stages of marriage. The couples in this study reported a mean of 14.3 years for length of
marriage. It would be helpful to include couples in different stages of the life-span
development.
Summary
This study examined variables (self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation,
communication, commitment, conflict, family strengths, dyadic consensus, spousal
intimacy, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction) that seemed likely to identify the
individual and relational characteristics of two groups: those who participated in a
marriage education program and those who knew of the availability of the program but
chose not to attend.
Significant differences were found between participants and nonparticipants on 9
out of 10 variables in this study. Nonparticipants perceived that they were in healthier,
more satisfying marriages than participants. Therefore, those who chose to participate in
the marriage education workshop were the husbands and wives in greatest need of
enrichment. Results of the stepwise logistic regression indicated that the variables self
esteem and marital communication were the ones that were most predictive of marriage
education workshop attendance. The higher the individual scores, the less likely a
husband and wife were to participate in a workshop.
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There were also significant differences found between husbands and wives on

self-esteem, spousal fusion/individuation, marital comparison, and marital satisfaction.
Husbands indicated that they found the marriage more favorable than did wives.
This study contributes to the body of knowledge concerning marriage education
associated with understanding the marriage education audience, particularly those who
chose to participate in a marriage education workshop as opposed to those who knew of
the availability of the workshop but chose not to attend. Future studies will extend our
understanding of the marriage education au�ience and how we as practitioners can be
more effective in the development, implementation, and evaluation of marriage education
programs.
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APPENDIX A
Consent Form
The study you have been asked to participate in focuses on how husbands and their wives
deal with a variety of issues involving marriage and family. We hope that. having more
information of this nature will help us better address the needs of couples and families
such as yours. We are hoping that you will agree to participate in this research project.
Anticipated benefits for you may involve a better understanding of yourself and your
spouse's perceptions of your family situation. We would like for you to understand our
commitment to the following safeguards in your interest:
1.

The confidentiality of information about you may be maintained by the use of
code numbers and names on all materials. The data gathered will be reported in
summary form with no reference to you personally. Individual data and
participant identities will not be shared with anyone.

2.

In approximately four to six weeks, you and your spouse may receive a second
follow-up survey that is similar to this survey. The second survey is much shorter
and will only take about 15 to 20 minutes to complete. Both of you will receive a
prepaid postage envelope to return your surveys along with a small gift of
appreciation for participating. A remainder phone call might be made as a follow
up for surveys not returned. You are free to withdraw your consent and to
discontinue participation in this study at any time or to elect not to participate
without penalty.

3.

Answers to any questions you may have about the procedures of this study are
available from:
Dr. Michael Lane Morris
Clo The University of Tennessee, Knoxville
115 Jessie Harris Building - College of Human Ecology
1215 West Cumberland Avenue
Knoxville, TN 37996- 1900
(865) 974-6291

4.

We do not anticipate that participation in our project will involve risks for anyone,
but if responding to the questionnaire creates concern for you and/or your spouse,
we will be happy to refer you to a trained professional. In addition to the insight
you may gain from reflecting o yourself and your family, the group results from
this study may be of interest to you and will be available upon your request.
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5.

We will complete the surveys during the course of the seminar (approximately 30
minutes).
YOUR SIGNATURE INDICATES THAT YOU HAVE READ TlllS FORM
AND AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.
Signature
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APPENDIX B
Sociodemographic Information

1.

Age: ____

2.

Gender: ____ Male ____ Female

3.

How would you describe your ethnic or racial background? (optional)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
4.

__ White/American, Caucasian
Black American
__ American, Indian
__ Latin American, Hispanic
__ Oriental American, Asian Pacific

Present Marital Status:

1. __ Single
Married
2.
Widowed
3.
4.
Divorced
5. __ Married and Separated
Widowed and Remarried
6.
7.
Divorced and Remarried
8. __ Other (please specify) ________
5.

Length of present marital status: _________

6.

Number of children currently living in your household:

1. __ Daughters
2.
Sons
7.

Ages: ______
Ages: _______

Highest degree earned:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

__ Elementary school (grades K-5)
__ Junior High (grades 6-8)
__ High School (grades 9-12)
__ Some College
Bachelors
Masters
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7.
8.

Doctorate
Other _____________

8.

What is your denominational affiliation? (Please give the full name of your .
denomination) ____
· __________________

9.

What is your profession? __________________

10.

Which of the following best describes your employmet status?
1 . __ No employment (please skip to question 16)
Part-time
2.
Full-time
3.
4.
Other

11.

What is your current employment position or title? _________

12.

In which of the following categories would you say your current job fits?
(Please check only one category)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

__ Professional, technical, and kindred workers
__ Mangers, officials, and proprietors, except farm
__ Clerical, sales, and kindred workers
__ Craftspeople, crew mangers, and kindred workers
__ Machine operators
__ Service workers, including private household
__ Laborers, except farm and mine
Farmers and miners
Miners

13.

If employed, how many hours do you work per week on this job? __

14.

What is your personal pre-tax income? Please do not count your spouse's income,
but do include your other income allowances (i.e., car allowance, house
allowance, social security allowance).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

__ less than $5,000
_ $5,000 to $7,499
_ $7,500 to $9,999
_ $10,000 to $14,999
_ $14,999 to $19,999
_ $20,000 to $24,999
_ $25,000 to $34,999
_ $35,000 to $49,999
__ $50,000 or more
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15.
16.

How many years have you been employed? _____
How many moves have you made since you have been married? (current marriage
only)
1.
2.
3.
4.

17.

0-2
3-4
5-6
7-8

5.
6.
7.
8�

9-10
11-15
16-20
21 or more

Which of the following best describes your living arrangements?
1.
Own home
2. __ Rent apartment
3.
Own condominium
4. __ Other (please specify) _________

18.

Do you feel that you have adequate:
1.
2.
3.
4.

19.

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Life insurance?
Health/Medical Insurance?
Savings?
Retirement/Pension plans?

No
No
No
No

Using the following scale:
Much
Better

Somewhat
Better

Comparable

Somewhat
Worse

1

2

3

4

Much
Worse
5

which of the following best describes your overall financial situation in comparison to:
1. __ The average financial situation of your parents.
2. __ The average financial situation of other families in your church.
3. __ The average financial situation of there similarly educated and qualified
professionals in your community.
20.

Briefly describe your overall feelings about this seminar experience:
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2 1.

Overall, I found this marriage enrichment seminar to be (circle one below).
1 = Extremely Dissatisfying
2 = Very Dissatisfying
3 = Somewhat Dissatisfying
4 = Somewhat Satisfying
5 = Very Satisfying
6 = Extremely Satisfying
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APPENDIX C

Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
1. __ I feel I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
2. __ I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
3. __ All in all, I am inclined to feel I am a failure.
4. __ I am able to do things as well as most other people.
5. __ I feel that I do not have much to be proud of.
6. __ I take a positive attitude toward myself.
7. __ On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
8. __ I wish I could have more respect for myself.
9. __ I certainly feel useless at times.
10. __ At times I think I am no good
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APPENDIX D
Spousal Fusion/Individuation Scale
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree

1. __ My mate has difficulty attending most social events without me.
2. __ I have difficulty attending most social events without my mate
3 . __ My mate needs my approval for his/her ideas and decisions.
4. __ I need my mate's approval for my ideas and decisions.
5. __ In disagreements, my mate and I both get everything off our chests.
6. __ My mate wants to hear everything that happens while I am away from him/her.
7. __ I want to hear everything that happens while my mate is away from me.
8. __ My mate worries that I cannot take care of myself when he/she is not around.
9. __ I worry that my mate cannot take care of him/herself when I am not around.
10. __ My mate and I are always very close to each other.
1 1 . __ I can depend on my mate knowing what I really feel whether I tell him/her or
not.
12. __ I am usually able to disagree with my mate without losing my temper.
13. __ My mate is usually able to disagree with me without losing his/her temper.
14. __ I often get so emotional with my mate that I cannot think straight.
15. __ I help my mate understand me by telling him/her how I think, feel, and believe.
16. __ My mate helps me to understand him/her by telling me how he/she thinks, feels,
and believes.
17. __ I feel my mate says one thing to me and really means another.
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18. __ My mate feels that I say one thing to him/her and really mean another.
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· APPENDIX E
Marital Communication Inventory
1 = Usually
2 = Sometimes
3 = Seldom
4 = Rarely

1. __ Do you and your spouse discuss the manner in which the family income should
be spent?
2. __ Does your spouse discuss his/her work and interests with you?
3. __ Do you have a tendency to keep your feelings to yourself?
4. __ Is your spouse's tone of voice irritating?
5. __ Does s/he have a tendency to say things which would be better left unsaid?
6. __ Are your mealtime conversations easy and pleasant?
7. __ Do you find yourself keeping after your spouse about his/her faults?
8. __ Does your spouse seem to understand your feelings?
9. __ Does your spouse nag you?
10. __ Does your spouse listen to what you have to say?
11. __ Does it upset you to a great extent when your spouse is angry with you?
12. __ Does your spouse pay you compliments and say nice things to you?
13. __ Is it hard to understand your spouse's feelings and attitudes?
14. __ Is your spouse affectionate toward you?
15. __ Does your spouse let you finish talking before responding to what you are
saying?
16. __ Do you and your spouse remain silent for long periods when you are angry with
one another?
17. __ Does your spouse allow you to pursue your own interests and activities even if
they are different from his/hers?
18. __ Does your spouse try to lift your spirits when you are depressed or
discouraged?
19. __ Do you avoid expressing with your spouse because you are afraid he/she will
get angry?
20. __ Does your spouse complain that you don't understand him/her?
21. __ Do you let your spouse know when you are displeased with him/her?
22. __ Do you feel that your spouse says one thing but really means another?
23. __ Do you help your spouse understand you by saying how you think, feel, and
belive?
24. __ Are you and your spouse able to disagree with one anohter without losing your
temper?
25. __ Do the two of you argue a lot over money?
26. __ When a problem arises between you and your spouse, are you able to discuss it
without losing control of your emotions?
27. __ Do you find it difficult to express your true feelings to your spouse?
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28. __ Does your spouse offer you cooperation, encouragement and emotional support
in your role (duties) as a husband/wife?
29. __ Does your spouse insult you when angry with you?
30. __ Do you and your spouse engage in outside interests and- activites together?
31. __ Does your spouse accuse you of not listening to what s/he says?
32. __ Does your spouse let you know that you are important to him/her?
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APPENDIX F
Commitment Scale
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
1. __ If I had to do it all over again, I would probably marry someone else.
2. __ I often feel constrained by our relationship.
3. __ I miss the freedom of being single.
4. __ If I had to do it all over again, I would probably remain single.
5. __ I feel very loyal to my partner.
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APPENDIX G
Kansas Marital Conflict Scale
1 = Almost Never
2 = Once in Awhile
3 = Sometimes
4 = Frequently
5 = Almost Always
When you and your spouse are beginning to discuss a disagreement over an important
issue, how often:
1. __ Do you both begin to understand each other's feelings reasonably quickly?
2. __ Do you both get your points across to each other without too much trouble?
3. __ Do you both begin to appreciate each other's points of view on the matter farily
soon?
4. __ Does your spouse seem to be supportive of your feelings about your
disagreement?
5. __ Does your spouse insist on contradicting many of your ideas on the issue before
s/he even understands what your ideas are?
6. __ Does your spouse tell you that you shouldn't feel the way you do about the
issue?
7. __ Your spouse willing to really hear what you want to communicate?
8. __ Does your spouse insist on contradicting many of your ideas on the issue before
s/he even understands what your ideas are?
9. __ Does your spouse make you feel that your views, even if different his/her' s, are
really important to him/her?
10. __ Does your spouse seem more interested in justifying his/her own point of view
rather than in understanding yours?
11. __ Does your spouse let you feel upset or angry without putting you down for it?
12. __ Does your spouse blame you for any of your feelings of frustration or irritation
as if they were mostly your own fault, none of his/hers?
After you and your spouse have been discussing a disagreement over an important issue
for awhile, how often:
13. __ Are you able to clearly identify the specific things about which .you disagree?
14. __ Are you able to identify clearly the specific things about which you do agree?
15. __ Are you both able to express how the other feels about the issue?
16. __ Are you both able to express the other's viewpoint nearly as well as you could
your own viewpoint?
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Does your spouse's facial_ expression and tone of voice convey a sense of:
17. __ discouragement
18. __ anger
19. __ disgust
20.
condescension
resentment
21.
22. __ hostility
frustration
23.
bitterness
24.
25. __ self-pity (for him/herself)
26. __ cynicism
27. __ respect towards you
About the time you and your spouse feel you are close to a . solution to your disagreement
over an important issue, how often:
28. __ Are you able to completely resolve it with some sort of compromise that is OK
with both of you?
29. __ Do you end up with little resolved after all?
30. __ Do you quickly bring the matter to a conclusion that is satisfactory for both of
you?
31. __ Do you realize the matter will have to be reargued in the near future because at
least one of you is still basically unhappy with the apparent solution?
32. __ Do you find that just as soon as you think you have gotten things resolved, your
spouse comes up with a new idea for resolving the issue?
33. __ Does your spouse keep on trying to propose things that are not mutually
acceptable ways of resolving the issue at hand?
34. __ Does it seem that no matter what you suggest, your spouse keeps on finding
new, supposedly better solutions?
35. __ Are you both willing to give and take in order to settle the disagreement?
36. __ Are you and your spouse able to give up some of what you wanted in order to
bring the issue to a close?
37. __ Are you and your spouse able to keep coming closer and closer together on a
mutually acceptable solution until you achieve it?
38. __ Are you and your spouse able to reach a mutually acceptable contract for
resoling the disagreement?
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APPENDIX H

Strong Marriage/Family Scale
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
1 . __ My marriage is strong.
2. __ My family is strong.
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APPENDIX I
Dyadic Adjustment Scale
0 = Always Disagree
1 = Almost Always Disagree
2 = Frequently Disagree
3 = Occasionally Disagree
4 = Almost Always Agree
5 = Always Agree
1 . __ Handling family finances
2.

Matters of recreation

3. __ Religious matters
4.

Friends

5. __ Correct or proper behavior
6. __ Philosophy of life
7. __ Ways of dealing with parents
8. __ Aims, goals, and things believed important
9. __ Amount of time spent together
10. __ Making major decisions
1 1.

Household tasks

12.

Leisure-time interests and activities

13. __ Career and employment decisions
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APPENDIX J
Spousal Intimacy Scale
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

__ My sex life with my mate is quite satisfactory.
__ My mate and I have many interests which we choose to share.
__ My mate and I frequently talk together about the significant events in our lives>
__ My mate and like to get together for conversation and recreation.
__ My mate and I can trust each other with the things that we tell one another.
__ My mate and I frequently show tenderness toward each other.
__ My mate and I are fair in our relationship with each other.
__ My mate and I have mutual respect for each other.
__ My mate and I are fond of each other
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APPENDIX K
Marital Comparison Level Index
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
1. __ I often feel I put more into our relationship than I get out.
2. __ I would say that my partner and I are equally dependent upon one another.
3. __ All things considered, my partner and I contribute equally to our relationship.
4. __ I often feel taken advantage of by my partner.
5. __ My partner seems less interested in our relationship than I

am.

6. __ I often feel manipulated by my partner.
7. __ I feel less powerful than my partner.
8. __ My partner and I equally share the power in our relationship.
9. __ When my partner and I argue about decisions, we usually reach a fair solution.
10. __ There are times in our relationships
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APPENDIX L
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale
1 = Extremely Dissatisfied
2 = Very Dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat Dissatisfied
4 = Mixed
5 = Somewhat Satisfied
6 = Very Satisfied
7 = Extremely Satisfied
1 . __ How satisfied are you with your marriage?
2. __ How satisfied are you with your husband/wife as a spouse?
3. __ How satisfied are you with your relationship with your husband/wife?
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